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PART 1: DECLARATION 
SITE NAME AND LOCATION  
This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedies for soil and groundwater at eighteen (18) 
sites comprising Operable Unit (OU) 7 at the Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB Barstow), near Barstow, 
California. The MCLB Barstow was placed on the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) National Priorities List (NPL) in 1989. A Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) for the MCLB Barstow, signed in 1990, documents how the Department of the Navy 
(DON) intends to meet and implement CERCLA in partnership with the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), California Environmental Protection Agency's (Cal/EPA) Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 

The U.S. EPA Identification Number for the MCLB Barstow is CA8170024261. There are no enforcement 
activities at the sites comprising OU 7. 

The MCLB Barstow is located in San Bernardino County, California, within the central Mojave Desert 
approximately 135 miles northeast of Los Angeles (Figure 1). The Base was established in 1942 initially 
as a staging area for military supplies and equipment for forces deployed in the Pacific during World 
War II and was expanded to include logistical support to Marine Corps commands throughout the Pacific 
region and the western United States in 1943. Currently, the Base supports Marine Corps forces west of 
the Mississippi, the Far East and Asia. The Base consists of three areas: the Yermo Annex, Nebo Main 
Base and the Rifle Range. The 1,681-acre Yermo Annex is located seven miles east of Barstow, between 
Interstates 15 and 40, and about 6 miles east of the Nebo Main Base (Figure 2). The 1,286-acre Nebo 
Main Base is located one mile east of Barstow and is intersected by Interstate 40 (Figure 3). The Rifle 
Range, an active small arms firing range, is located immediately south of the Nebo Main Base; the range 
is not subject to the current CERCLA cleanup activities. Land uses at the MCLB Barstow consist of 
industrial, training, and administrative facilities, equipment storage and warehouses, open undeveloped 
land, and Base personnel housing.  

OU 7 is one of seven OUs at the MCLB Barstow; each of the OUs consists of multiple CERCLA Areas of 
Concern (CAOCs) or “sites”. A summary of the OUs and component CAOCs is shown on Figure 4. Four 
RODs have been implemented under CERCLA for OUs 1 through 6. The OUs 1 and 2 ROD (signed April 
22, 1998) covers groundwater at Yermo Annex and Nebo Main Base. The OUs 3 and 4 ROD (signed 
September 9, 1998) and the OUs 5 and 6 ROD (signed January 23, 1998) cover waste disposal areas at 
Yermo Annex and Nebo Main Base. The OU 2 ROD (signed in September 2006) covers the Nebo South 
groundwater at Nebo Main Base. OU 7 is the final ROD to be signed for the MCLB Barstow, and 
addresses the remaining 18 CERCLA sites at the Base including: CAOC 9.60, CAOC 9.68, CAOC Y-7 TA-12, 
CAOC 10.12, CAOC 10.27, CAOC 10.35, CAOC 10.37, CAOC 10.3, CAOC 10.4, CAOC 10.5, CAOC 10.49, 
CAOC 10.80, CAOC 10, CAOC N-2 Area 1, CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1 - 6, CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, CAOC 
7 Stratum 1 (soil vapor and groundwater), and groundwater site NPZ-14 (Figure 4). Note that CAOC 
10.38/10.39 is comprised of Units 1 through 7; the decisions for Units 1 through 6 are the same (Land 
Use Controls [LUCs] only) and are discussed herein separately from Unit 7 which has an action remedy.  

STATEMENT OF BASIS OR PURPOSE 
The DON is the lead agency and provides funding for site cleanups at the MCLB Barstow. The DON and 
the U.S. EPA selected the remedies for OU 7 with the concurrence of the DTSC, and the Lahontan Region 
California RWQCB. Responses to comments on this ROD from the agencies are included as Part 3. 
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ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 
The remedies for OU 7 were selected by the DON and the U.S. EPA in accordance with the CERCLA of 
1980 as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, Title 42 
United States Code Sections (§) 9601 et seq., and in accordance with the National Contingency Plan 
(NCP), 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 300, et seq. The decisions are based on information contained 
in the administrative record files for the 18 sites. Information not specifically summarized in this ROD or 
its references but contained in the administrative record for these sites has been considered and is 
relevant to the selection of the remedy at each site.  

This ROD documents the final response actions for OU 7 that are necessary to protect public health or 
welfare and the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances or pollutants 
or contaminants into the environment. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDIES  
The selected remedies meet the statutory requirements and are protective of human health and the 
environment, comply with Federal and State statutes and regulations that are applicable or relevant and 
appropriate to the remedial actions (RA); the RAs are also cost-effective, permanently effective, and use 
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to reduce toxicity, 
mobility or volume to the maximum extent practicable. 

• Five (5) sites require active remediation to protect human health or welfare or the environment: 
CAOC 10, CAOC N-2 Area 1, CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (soil vapor and 
groundwater), and groundwater site NPZ-14.  

• Twelve (12) sites do not require active remediation, but the DON will maintain LUCs at these 
sites due to hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-site above levels 
that allow for unlimited uses and unrestricted exposure: CAOC 9.60, CAOC 9.68, CAOC 10.12, 
CAOC 10.27, CAOC 10.35, CAOC 10.37, CAOC 10.3, CAOC 10.4, CAOC 10.5, CAOC 10.49, CAOC 
10.80, and CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1 - 6.  

• One (1) site, CAOC Y-7 TA-12, requires no further action (NFA) because investigations found no 
evidence of waste disposal or chemical concentrations allowing unlimited uses and unrestricted 
exposure.  

The following sections provide more information on each of the selected remedies by site. 

SITES REQUIRING ACTIVE REMEDIATION  

CAOC 10 
CAOC 10 is located in the southwestern portion of Nebo Main Base, and consists of 5 acres (Figure 3). 
The site was historically used as a soil borrow source and for burial of metallic debris and sodium-filled 
valves. A layer of soil covers the buried wastes and drainage controls are in place. Remedial 
investigations found soil was contaminated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile 
organic compounds (SVOCs), herbicides, dioxins and dibenzofurans, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), 
and pesticides below risk-based regional screening levels (RSLs) and metals (arsenic, iron, selenium, 
sodium, zinc, and lead) above background concentrations or residential RSLs. One relatively small soil 
area (15 feet by 10 feet by 5 feet deep) is contaminated with lead at levels that may pose a risk to 
human health and the environment.  
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The Remedial Action Objective (RAO) for CAOC 10 is to protect maintenance workers and trespassers 
from unacceptable risk due to ingestion of and direct contact with soil containing lead. The selected 
remedy consists of excavation of approximately 30 cubic yards of soil and metal debris in the lead-
contaminated area, separation and off-site recycling of the metallic debris, off-site disposal of soil, and 
backfilling with clean soils. Additionally, LUCs will be implemented to prevent other site uses and to 
maintain drainage and erosion controls. Because the selected remedy will result in hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-site above levels that allow for unlimited uses and 
unrestricted exposure, with LUCs in place, a five-year review is required. The DON will prepare and 
submit to the FFA parties for review and concurrence a LUC remedial design (RD) primary document 
that will contain implementation and maintenance actions, including periodic inspections. 

CAOC N-2 Area 1 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 is an approximate 17-acre area in the southern portion of the Nebo Main Base 
(Figure 3). Military equipment was stored at CAOC N-2 Area 1 from the early 1950s until 1966 with 
subsequent operation of a skeet and trap shooting range from 1982 until 1999. During the equipment 
storage period, waste oil containing PCBs was spread for dust suppression, contaminating some soil 
areas in the southern part of the site. During operation of the skeet and trap range, lead shot and 
fragments of clay targets were deposited on the ground. The clay targets contain polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs) in the tar used in their manufacture; surface soils in the areas where clay target 
fragments are present are contaminated with PAHs at concentrations above levels that may pose a risk 
to human health and the environment. Lead shot is present across most of the site; surface soils in 
certain areas of the site contain lead at concentrations above acceptable risk levels. Additionally, the 
lead shot poses a risk to grit-ingesting birds.  

The RAOs for CAOC N-2 Area 1 include removal of lead shot in order to protect grit-ingesting birds, and 
protect maintenance workers and trespassers from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of fugitive dust 
and direct contact with soil containing lead, PAHs, and PCBs. The selected remedy consists of removal of 
lead shot, clay target materials, and contaminated surface soils by vacuuming, separation of materials, 
recycling of lead shot, and off-site disposal of remaining wastes and implementation of LUCs. The 
remedy also includes excavation of soil from within defined PCB-contaminated areas (“hot spots”) to a 
depth of 0.5 feet, and off-site disposal of PCB-contaminated soil. Any changes to current land use will be 
pre-approved by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division; the degree of land use control (LUC)will be 
determined on the basis of post-remediation soil confirmation sample results. Because this remedy may 
result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-site above levels that allow for 
unlimited uses and unrestricted exposure, with LUCs in place, a five-year review is required. The DON 
will prepare and submit to the FFA parties for review and concurrence a LUC RD primary document that 
will contain implementation and maintenance actions, including periodic inspections.  

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 is located in the central portion of the Nebo Main Base, in an area of former 
industrial operations (Figure 3). The site consists of former drainage ditches that received industrial 
wastewater flows from the 1940s through the 1970s. The drainage ditches have been filled in and are no 
longer visible on the ground surface. Risks calculated for contaminants of concern (COCs) in soil were 
below the U.S. EPA’s risk management range. However, groundwater adjacent to this CAOC is 
contaminated with trichloroethene (TCE) and tetrachloroethene (PCE) and other VOCs. The 
groundwater plume from the CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 area is currently within Base boundaries and the 
nearest off-base drinking water well is several thousand feet northeast of the plume leading edge.  
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The RAOs for this site are to protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of 
groundwater impacted with PCE and TCE, and prevent the migration of site COCs in groundwater at 
concentrations greater than cleanup levels. The selected remedy consists of monitored natural 
attenuation (MNA) of the VOCs in groundwater with LUCs. LUCs will be implemented to prevent potable 
use of groundwater at this site consistent with the LUCs previously established for groundwater at Nebo 
Main Base. The MNA remedy will require five or more years to complete during which time hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants will remain on-site above levels that allow for unlimited uses 
and unrestricted exposure; therefore, with LUCs in place, a five-year review is required. The DON will 
perform on-going monitoring and data evaluations of groundwater as part of the MNA remedy to 
ensure that the RAO is being met and to determine if additional actions are required. 

NPZ-14 (Groundwater) 
NPZ-14 is a monitoring well located in the southwestern portion of the Nebo Main Base (Figure 3), 
where military equipment was stored from the 1950s to about 1965. Groundwater samples from 
monitoring well NPZ-14 since 1992 have indicated TCE at concentrations above the MCL and other 
VOCs. Investigations during 2011 through 2012 did not identify a source; however, the groundwater 
contamination is suspected to be related to prior equipment storage activities.  

The RAOs for this site are to protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of 
groundwater impacted with TCE, and prevent migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations 
greater than the cleanup level. The selected remedy consists of MNA of the VOCs in groundwater with 
LUCs. The LUC will be implemented to prevent potable use of groundwater at this site consistent with 
the LUCs established in the OUs 1 and 2 ROD for groundwater at Nebo Main Base. The MNA remedy will 
require five or more years to complete during which time hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants will remain on-site above levels that allow for unlimited uses and unrestricted exposure; 
therefore, with the LUC in place, a five-year review is required. The DON will perform on-going 
monitoring and data evaluations of groundwater as part of the MNA remedy to ensure that the RAO is 
being met and to determine if additional actions are required. 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (Soil Vapor and Groundwater)  
CAOC 7 Stratum 11 is a capped waste disposal area in the southeastern corner of Nebo Main Base; the 
remedy for this site (landfill cap with groundwater monitoring) was instituted under the OUs 5 and 6 
ROD signed in 1998. Monitoring well NSP-2 was installed at the down-gradient end of CAOC 7 Stratum 1; 
groundwater samples from NSP-2 were found to contain TCE above the cleanup level beginning in 2003. 
The groundwater findings triggered a remedy evaluation under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD, including 
installation of an additional upgradient groundwater monitoring well and two soil vapor wells through 
the landfill cap. VOC contamination was found in soil vapor samples below CAOC 7 Stratum 1 to a depth 
of at least 170 feet; depth to groundwater is approximately 180 feet. Based on these findings, the DON 
determined a further response action at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 was required. The DON decided to 
incorporate the soil vapor and groundwater response at this site under the OU 7 ROD for expediency 
and the FFA parties concurred. The DON will continue to manage the surface remedy of landfill cap at 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1 under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD. The DON shall prepare and submit to U.S. EPA and the 

1 Note on Site Nomenclature: The OU 7 Final FS Report (NOREAS and Sealaska 2014) identifies CAOC 7 Stratum 1 as 
“NSP-2” due to the groundwater contamination at monitoring well NSP-2. However, use of the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
designation clarifies the linkage between site management requirements in the OUs 5 and 6 ROD and response 
activities in this ROD for this site. 
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State for review and approval a LUC remedial design primary document that shall contain 
implementation and maintenance actions, including periodic inspections. 

The RAOs for this site are to protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of 
groundwater impacted with TCE, to mitigate further impact to groundwater from TCE in soil vapor, and 
prevent migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations greater than the cleanup level. The 
selected remedy for groundwater consists of MNA with LUCs. The selected remedy for soil vapor 
consists of soil vapor extraction (SVE) to remove TCE from vadose zone soils. SVE will include treatment 
of the extracted vapors through granular activated carbon. Additionally, the LUCs already in place for 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1 will be expanded to include the RA components under OU 7. Because the selected 
remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-site above levels 
that allow for unlimited uses and unrestricted exposure, with LUCs in place, a five-year review is 
required. The DON will perform on-going monitoring and data evaluations of groundwater as part of the 
MNA remedy to ensure that the RAO is being met and to determine if additional actions are required. 

SITES REQUIRING ONLY LAND USE CONTROLS (LUCS)  
Twelve (12) of the OU 7 sites do not require active remediation, but do require LUCs to restrict access or 
activities to protect public health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened releases of 
hazardous substances into the environment. Initial response actions, such as removal of underground 
storage tanks (USTs), have been completed. However, hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remain on-site above levels that allow for unlimited uses and unrestricted exposure. The 
DON shall prepare and submit to U.S. EPA and the State for review and approval a LUC remedial design 
for the 12 LUC-only sites that shall contain implementation and maintenance actions, including periodic 
inspections. With LUCs in place, a five-year review is required for each of the following sites: 

Yermo Annex  

1. CAOC 9.60: former waste oil/solvent USTs T-530A and T-530B (tanks removed, some soil 
excavation, no groundwater impacts identified) 

2. CAOC 9.68: former oil/water separator (T-588A) and french drain that received waste oil 
(T-588B) (tanks removed).  

Nebo Main Base 

3. CAOC 10.38/10.39, Units 1-6 and Unit 7 soils: domestic and industrial wastewater collection 
(IWC) lines (domestic lines in use; industrial lines no longer in use) 

4. CAOC 10.12: Building 50, former preservation and packaging shop (building razed, subsurface 
remediation in progress under OUs 1 and 2 ROD) 

5. CAOC 10.27: Building S-338, former fire-fighting training facility (building razed and subgrade 
concrete containment area with drainpipe backfilled) 

6. CAOC 10.35: former domestic wastewater treatment plant (decommissioned) 

7. CAOC 10.37: former industrial wastewater treatment plant (IWTP) (decommissioned) 

8. CAOC 10.3: Warehouse 2 – vehicle repair facility from 1942 to 1961 (now used for general 
storage) 

 v 
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9. CAOC 10.4: Warehouse 3 –  general storage and vehicle repair until 1961 (now used for office 

space and general storage) 

10. CAOC 10.5: Warehouse 4 – general warehouse and vehicle repair until 1961 (now used for 
general storage) 

11. CAOC 10.49: suspected USTs T-27A, T-27B, and T-27C (tanks removed, subsurface remediation 
related to CAOC 10.12 in progress under OUs 1 and 2 ROD) 

12. CAOC 10.80: former UST T-354 suspected boiler blow down tank (removed). 

NO FURTHER ACTION SITE  
CAOC Y-7 TA-12 is an unpaved and undeveloped area in northern Yermo Annex. Waste burial activities 
in this area were suspected based on a thermal anomaly (TA) aerial survey performed in 1991 (Figure 2). 
No buried wastes were identified and no COCs were identified during remedial investigations of the site. 
Therefore, the DON has determined that no further action is necessary to protect human health or 
welfare or the environment at this site. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS  
The selected remedies are protective of human health and the environment, comply with Federal and 
State statutes and regulations that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the RAs, are cost-
effective; permanently effective; reduce toxicity, mobility and volume; and use permanent solutions and 
alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable. 

Because some of the selected remedies will result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, the DON will conduct statutory five-year reviews 
within five years after the initiation of the RA pursuant to NCP 300.430(f)(4)(ii) to ensure that the 
remedies are, or will be, protective of human health and the environment. Additional five-year reviews 
will be conducted no less often than every five years after the date of those remedies. If site conditions 
change, a policy review may be conducted to evaluate if the site contaminant concentrations are low 
enough to allow unlimited use or unrestricted exposure. 

DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST  
The Data Certification checklist certifies that this ROD contains certain key remedy selection 
information, which is provided in the Decision Summary (Part 2) of this ROD. Additional information can 
be found in the Administrative Record file (index in Attachment 2).  
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Data Certification Checklist 

Data 

ROD PART 2 Section Number 

Action Sites LUC Sites NFA Site 

COCs and their respective concentrations Section 4, with 
detail in 
Appendices A - E 

Section 5 with 
detail in 
Appendix F 

Section 6 with 
detail in 
Appendix G 

Risks presented by the COCs Section 4, with 
detail in 
Appendices A - E 

Section 5 with 
detail in 
Appendix F 

Section 6 with 
detail in 
Appendix G 

Cleanup levels established for COCs and the basis for 
these levels 

Section 3.5 Section 3.5 Section 3.5 

How source materials constituting principal threats 
are addressed 

Section 3.3 (not applicable) (not applicable) 

Current and reasonably anticipated future land use 
and current and potential future beneficial uses of 
groundwater used in baseline risk assessment and 
ROD 

Section 4, with 
detail in 
Appendices A - E 

Section 5, with 
detail in 
Appendix F 

Section 6, with 
detail in 
Appendix G 

Potential land and groundwater use that will be 
available at the site as a result of the Selected 
Remedy 

Section 4, with 
detail in 
Appendices A - E 

Section 5, with 
detail in 
Appendix F 

Section 6, with 
detail in 
Appendix G 

Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance 
(O&M), and total present worth costs, discount rates, 
and number of years over which the remedy cost 
estimates are projected 

Section 4, with 
detail in 
Appendices A - E 

Section 5, with 
detail in 
Appendix F 

Section 6, with 
detail in 
Appendix G 

Key factors that led to selecting the remedies Section 4, with 
detail in 
Appendices A - E 

Section 5, with 
detail in 
Appendix F 

Section 6, with 
detail in 
Appendix G 
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PART 2: DECISION SUMMARY 
This part of the ROD summarizes the decisions for the 18 sites comprising OU 7. The sites are referred to 
as CAOCs or “sites”. The OU 7 sites are categorized as follows: 

Sites with wastes present and/or residual soil 
contaminant concentrations requiring action to 
reduce exposure risks and LUCs 

CAOCs 10 and N-2 Area 1 at Nebo Main Base 

Sites with groundwater contaminant levels 
requiring action to reduce risks and LUCs, or  

Sites with waste, soil, and soil vapor contamination 
that pose a threat to groundwater quality; 
requiring action to reduce risks and LUCs  

CAOCs 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and NPZ-14 at Nebo 
Main Base 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (soil vapor and groundwater) at 
Nebo Main Base 

Sites with residual soil contaminants that require 
LUCs to prevent exposure to humans or the 
environment  

CAOCs 9.60 and 9.68 at Yermo Annex; CAOCs 
10.38/10.39 Units 1-6, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 
10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.49, and 10.80 at Nebo Main 
Base 

Sites for which no further action is required CAOC Y-7 TA-12 at Yermo Annex 

 

This ROD includes all the necessary information to support the decision for each of the 18 OU 7 sites. To 
ensure readability of the ROD, the document is structured to first provide MCLB Barstow and OU 7 
background information, and then provide a summary of the decision for each site, with details for each 
site provided in Appendices.  

Part 2 of this ROD is organized as follows: 

Section 1.0: Presents the MCLB Barstow background 
and site use history, regulatory history, a description of 
the operable units with RODs in place, an overview of 
OU 7, and discussion of community participation. 

Section 2.0: Presents site characteristics for the Base, including the physical setting, ecology, and current 
and future land uses for the Base and OU 7 sites.  

Section 3.0: Summarizes current and future site use, site risks, and principal threat wastes. Additionally, 
RAOs for OU 7 are presented in this section, including the development of the RAOs; a summary of the 
RAOs for soil and waste, groundwater, and LUCs; and specific cleanup levels for COCs. 

Section 4.0: Presents a summary of the decisions for the five sites requiring an action remedy, including 
CAOC 10, CAOC N-2 Area 1, CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14 (groundwater area), and CAOC 7 
Stratum 1 (soil vapor and groundwater). Site details are provided in Appendices A through E. This 
section also provides a description of the implementation process for the action sites, including 
evaluation processes.  

The blue underlined text in each section 
will link the reader to relevant 
documentation or site details contained 
in Figures, Attachments, or Appendices.  
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Section 5.0: Presents a summary of the decision for the 12 sites with a remedy of LUCs only, as well as a 
description of how the LUCs will be implemented. Site details are provided in Appendix F. 

Section 6.0: Describes the NFA site; site details are provided in Appendix G.  

Section 7.0: Summarizes the five-year review requirement and coordination of the OU 7 five-year review 
with the reviews for the other six OUs under RODs. 

Section 8.0: Includes the references cited in the main text of the ROD. 

Appendices A – G: Provide for each site in this ROD supporting site details including site description, 
previous investigations, geology and hydrogeology, nature and extent of contamination, fate and 
transport of contaminants, summary of risks, description of alternatives, comparative analysis of 
alternatives, selected remedy description, and references. The purpose of the appendices is to organize 
and make accessible the large amount of information for the multiple sites covered by this ROD. 
Hyperlinks (in blue) are provided to the Appendices in the electronic form of this document.  

Attachment 1: Incorporates the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for the 
decisions in this ROD; the ARARs were originally presented in the Feasibility Study (FS) for OU 7. The 
purpose of presenting the ARARs as an attachment is to ensure readability of the ROD main text. 
Hyperlinks (in blue) are provided to this attachment in the electronic form of this document. 

Attachment 2: The MCLB Barstow Administrative Record Index is presented in this attachment. 
Hyperlinks (in blue) are provided throughout the ROD to this attachment in the electronic form of this 
document. 
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1.0 SITE BACKGROUND 
The MCLB Barstow is described in this section, including the location and general history, enforcement 
actions, description of the OUs, cleanup activities already in progress, and community participation.  

1.1. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
The MCLB Barstow is in San Bernardino County, California, in the central Mojave Desert approximately 
135 miles northeast of Los Angeles (Figure 1). The Base consists of three areas: the Yermo Annex, the 
Nebo Main Base, and the Rifle Range. The 1,681-acre Yermo Annex is located seven miles east of 
Barstow, between Interstates 15 and 40 and about 6 miles east of the Nebo Main Base (Figure 2). The 
1,286-acre Nebo Main Base is located one mile east of Barstow and is intersected by Interstate 40 
(Figure 3). The 2,438-acre Rifle Range, an active small-arms firing range, is located immediately south of 
the Nebo Main Base. The range is currently not subject to the CERCLA cleanup activities. Land uses at 
the MCLB Barstow consist of industrial, training, and administrative facilities; equipment storage and 
warehouses; open undeveloped land; and base personnel housing.  

1.2. SITE HISTORY  
MCLB Barstow was established at Nebo Main Base in 1942 as a Marine Corps Depot of Supplies and 
served as a staging area for supplies and equipment for Marine Corps forces deployed in the Pacific 
region during World War II. In 1943, the depot began providing logistical support to Marine Corps 
commands throughout the Pacific region and the western United States. In 1946, Yermo Annex was 
acquired to support Nebo Main Base when it outgrew mission requirements. Major industrial operations 
were conducted at Nebo Main Base until the early 1960s, when they were relocated to Yermo Annex. 
Hazardous waste generation and disposal operations associated with industrial activities began at 
Yermo Annex in 1961, when a 10-acre central repair shop (Building 573) was constructed to support 
MCLB Barstow’s activities. The Rifle Range was acquired during the mid-1950s and provides a secured 
area for marksmanship practice (Bechtel National, Inc. [BNI] 1998).  

During its more than 70 years of operation, the MCLB Barstow has generated a variety of industrial 
wastes such as waste oil, fuel, solvents, and PCBs. In the early years, some of these wastes were 
disposed of in landfills, burn trenches, and other areas throughout the Base. Because of the presence of 
hazardous substances in soil and groundwater, the MCLB Barstow was placed on the NPL by U.S. EPA on 
November 15, 1989. The U.S. EPA Identification Number for the MCLB Barstow is CA8170024261. The 
DON is the lead agency for the cleanup and closure of contaminated sites at MCLB Barstow through its 
Installation Restoration Program. 

1.3. ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 
There are no enforcement activities at the sites comprising OU 7. In October 1990, the DON signed a FFA 
with the U.S. EPA, DTSC, and the Lahontan RWQCB. As the lead agency for implementation of the 
Installation Program at MCLB Barstow, the DON works in cooperation with the FFA parties (U.S. EPA and 
State) for implementation of site cleanups. The FFA establishes a cooperative and participatory 
framework among the Federal and State agency members, defines their roles and responsibilities, and 
develops a process to resolve any disputes that may arise during the study and implementation phase of 
the environmental cleanup program at the MCLB Barstow. 
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1.4. DESCRIPTION OF OPERABLE UNITS  
To organize the CERCLA site characterization and cleanup process, the MCLB Barstow has been divided 
into seven OUs (refer to Figure 4), as follows: 

• OU 1 and OU 2 – address groundwater contamination at Yermo Annex (CAOC 37) and Nebo 
Main Base (CAOC 38), respectively 

• OU 3 and OU 4 – address shallow soil contamination at Yermo Annex and Nebo Main Base, 
respectively, for which analytical data existed prior to the remedial investigation (RI) CAOCs 18, 
20, 21,23, and 34 at Yermo Annex and CAOCs 2, 5, 9 and 11 at Nebo Main Base) 

• OU 5 and OU 6 – address shallow soil contamination at Yermo Annex and Nebo Main Base, 
respectively, for which analytical data did not exist prior to the RI (CAOCs 15/17, 16, 19, 22, 
24-32, 35,and 36 at Yermo Annex and CAOCs 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, and 33 at Nebo Main 
Base), and 

• OU 7 – addresses the remaining sites not covered by OUs 1-6; there are 18 sites within OU 7 
including (CAOCs 10, N-2 Area 1, 10.38/10.39 Units 1-7, CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (soil vapor and 
groundwater), 9.60, 9.68, Y-7 TA-12, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.49, and 
10.80, and site NPZ-14.  

RODs have been signed for OUs 1-6, as follows: 

• OUs 1 and 2: Final Record of Decision (ROD), MCLB Barstow, California (DON 1998a) 

• OU 2 Nebo South: Final ROD, Nebo South Groundwater – Operable Unit 2, MCLB Barstow, 
California (DON 2006) 

• OUs 3 and 4: Operable Units 3 and 4, Final ROD, MCLB Barstow, California (DON 1997), and 

• OUs 5 and 6: Operable Units 5 and 6, Final ROD, MCLB Barstow, California (DON 1998b). 

Cleanup actions are ongoing or have been completed at OUs 1 – 6 since 1998. Cleanup actions at the 
CAOCs can be broadly classified into the following three categories: 

1) NFA 

2) LUCs (synonymous with the “Institutional Controls” in this document) including  Engineering 
Controls (ECs) to protect human health and the environment 

3) Requiring remedial action (RA). 

Sections 1.4.1 through 1.4.6 describe the cleanup actions underway at OUs 1 through 6, after which 
Section 1.4.7 describes OU 7. 

1.4.1. OU 1 Yermo Annex Groundwater 
OU 1 consists of CAOC 37, which is the groundwater at Yermo Annex. Cleanup of groundwater volatile 
organic compound (VOC) contamination has been proceeding since before the 1998 ROD was signed for 
OU 1. Tetrachloroethene (also called perchloroethylene [PCE]) and trichloroethene (TCE) are the 
primary VOCs affecting Yermo Annex groundwater. Portions of the groundwater plumes extend off 
Base. The VOC plume is being remediated by Air sparge/Soil Vapor Extraction (AS/SVE) systems and a 
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groundwater extraction and treatment system (GETS). The Yermo Annex GETS includes extraction wells, 
treatment of extracted groundwater through granular-activated carbon (GAC), and infiltration of treated 
water back into the aquifer. The OU 1 remedy also includes treatment systems on two on-Base drinking 
water production wells and two off-Base residential wells. Groundwater monitoring is also performed 
for OU 1 and for CAOCs under other OUs, specifically CAOCs 15, 17, 16, 20, 23, 26, and 35.  

1.4.2. OU 2 Nebo Main Base Groundwater 
OU 2 consists of CAOC 38, which is the groundwater at Nebo Main Base. CAOC 38 includes two dissolved 
VOC plumes identified as Nebo North and Nebo South. The selected remedy for the Nebo North plume 
is AS/SVE treatment of VOCs in the source area, with natural attenuation to reduce contamination in 
groundwater downgradient of the source area. The remedy includes a LUC to prevent potable use of 
groundwater at Nebo Main Base and a “fail-safe” pump and treat system (Nebo GETS) to prevent off-
Base migration. The Nebo North plume source area was treated with AS/SVE until groundwater and soil 
vapor RAOs were met; the system was shut down with regulatory approval in April 2011. As the Nebo 
North plume no longer poses a risk for off-site migration, the U.S. EPA and State have agreed the Nebo 
North GETS can be decommissioned.  

The remedy selected for the Nebo South plume in the OU 2 ROD, signed in 2006, is AS/SVE to reduce soil 
vapor and groundwater VOC concentrations. A portion of the plume extends off-Base; however, 
off-Base groundwater concentrations have been below cleanup levels since at least 2003.  

Annual monitoring under OU 2 is performed at the Nebo North and Nebo South sites and for CAOCs 
under other OUs, specifically CAOCs 1, 2, 3, 7, and 14. Monitoring for pesticides in groundwater was 
performed at CAOCs 1, 2, 3, and 14, but was halted in 2009 due to long-term data showing no 
detectable concentrations.   

1.4.3. OU 3 Yermo Annex Soils with Prior Data 
OU 3 consists of the shallow soils at Yermo Annex for which environmental data existed prior to the 
OU 3 RI and includes CAOCs 18, 20, 23, and 34. The selected remedies under the OUs 3 and 4 ROD 
(signed 1997) include LUCs for CAOCs 18, 20, 23, and 34 and concrete caps constructed at CAOCs 20 and 
23. The LUCs are implemented through the Base Master Plan; the CAOCs 20 and 23 caps are regularly 
maintained. Groundwater monitoring for CAOCs 20 and 23 is performed annually under OU 1. 

1.4.4. OU 4 Nebo Main Base Soils with Prior Data 
OU 4 is the shallow soils at Nebo Main Base for which data existed prior to the OU 4 RI and includes 
CAOCs 2, 5, 9, and 11. LUCs are implemented through the Base Master Plan for CAOCs 2, 5, and 11. 

1.4.5. OU 5 Yermo Annex Soils 
OU 5 consists of the shallow soils at Yermo Annex for which data did not exist prior to the RI and 
includes CAOCs 15/17, 16, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 35, and 36. CAOC 25 was 
eliminated from the RI as not requiring further investigation. The remedies selected in the OUs 5 and 
6 ROD for OU 5 includes: 

• No further RA was required for CAOCs 19, 22, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 36; no LUCs were 
required for these sites. 

• No further RAs except LUCs were required for CAOCs 15/17, 16, 21, and 26.   
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• The selected remedy for CAOC 35, Stratum 1 Zone 1 (an inactive Class III Landfill, located in the 
northeastern portion of the Yermo Annex) is installation and maintenance of a cap and 
groundwater monitoring (under OU 2). LUCs for this site are implemented through the Base 
Master Plan.  

1.4.6. OU 6 Nebo Main Base Soils 
OU 6 consists of the shallow soils at Nebo Main Base for which data did not exist prior to the RI and 
consists of CAOCs 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, and 33. Of these, CAOC 33 was eliminated from the RI as not 
requiring further investigation. The selected remedies under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD for OU 6 include: 

• No action (unrestricted use) for CAOCs 1, 3, 4 (Strata 1 and 2), 6, 8, 12, and 13 

• LUCs for CAOCs 1, 3, CAOC 7 Strata 3 and 4, and 14 implemented through the Base Master Plan 

• The selected remedy for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 and Stratum 2 is installation and maintenance of a 
native soil cap. Groundwater monitoring is performed under OU 2. The remedy for CAOC 7 
Stratum 3 and Stratum 4 was LUCs implemented through the Base Master Plan, and 

• Groundwater cleanup by AS/SVE at CAOC 6 (Nebo South plume) is covered under OU 2. 

1.4.7. Description of OU 7 
OU 7 incorporates 18 sites as shown on Figure 2 (Yermo Annex) and Figure 3 (Nebo Main Base). 
Table 1-1 summarizes prior use or concern for the OU 7 sites, as presented in the final RI report 
(Bechtel Environmental, Inc. [BEI] 2005), the Supplemental RI and Screening Level Ecological Risk 
Assessment (SLERA) report for the 15 CAOCs (Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises [OTIE] 2010a), and 
several investigation reports related to groundwater monitoring wells at NPZ 14 and CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
(OTIE 2012b; Sealaska Environmental Services [SES] 2012). 

Table 1-1 Summary of Prior Use or Concern 

OU 7 Site Prior Use or Concern 

YERMO ANNEX 

CAOC 9.60 Underground Storage Tank (UST) T-530B, waste oil tank (removed) 

CAOC 9.68 USTs T-588A and T-588B, oil-water separator and French drain (both removed) 

CAOC Y-7 TA-12 Thermal Anomaly (TA) 12; suspected waste burial area (no waste found) 

NEBO MAIN BASE 

CAOC 10 Sodium valve and metallic waste burial area, which has a soil cover and erosion 
controls 

CAOC N-2 Area 1 Former equipment storage area with waste-oil spraying for dust suppression; 
former skeet and trap range 
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OU 7 Site Prior Use or Concern 

NPZ-14 Chlorinated VOCs (TCE, PCE) in groundwater 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
groundwater and soil vapor1 

Chlorinated VOC (TCE) in groundwater; VOCs in soil vapor beneath capped waste 
disposal area 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 1 – 6  Domestic and IWC pipelines 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 Surface drainage trenches connected to IWC pipelines; chlorinated VOCs (TCE, 
PCE) in groundwater 

CAOC 10.12 Building 50, Preservation and Packaging Shop with demolished features 

CAOC 10.27 Building S-338, old firefighting training facility (demolished) 

CAOC 10.35 Building 34, old domestic wastewater treatment plant (DWTP) (demolished) 

CAOC 10.37 Industrial wastewater treatment plant (IWTP) (decommissioned) 

CAOC 10.3 Warehouse 2, former vehicle repair facility 

CAOC 10.4 Warehouse 3, general warehouse and steam-cleaning wash rack 

CAOC 10.5 Warehouse 4, general warehouse 

CAOC 10.49 USTs T-27A, T-27B, and T-27C – little information available, suspected fuel tanks 
(tanks removed) 

CAOC 10.80 UST T-354 – former boiler blow-down tank (removed) 

1.5. SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATIONS AT OU 7 
The DON conducted a series of studies at the MCLB Barstow as part of the DON’s Assessment and 
Control of Installation Pollutants Program to determine the presence of contamination in soil and 
groundwater. An initial assessment study was conducted to evaluate past practices of hazardous waste 
handling, storage, and disposal and to identify areas representing a potential threat to human health 
and the environment. The initial assessment study identified 33 potential sites of contamination through 
record searches, employee interviews, and site surveys. A Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) Facility Assessment, Preliminary Review/Visual Site Inspection Report was completed in 1991 
(Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 1991). 

A RCRA facility assessment (RFA) was begun in 1991 to comply with the schedule set forth in the 1990 
FFA. The RFA process at the MCLB Barstow included a preliminary review, visual site inspection, and 
sampling visits to identify releases or potential releases that may require further action or investigation. 
The RFA was completed in 1997 and was reported in the Draft Final RFA Report (Bechtel National, Inc. 
1998). As a result of the findings of the RFA, an Extended RFA (ERFA) was performed from 2000 to 2001 
(SOTA Environmental Technology, Inc. [SOTA] 2002). The results of the ERFA, as well as other OU 7 
CAOC-relevant investigations, are discussed in the Final RI Report (Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 2005). 

1Note on Nomenclature: CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is a capped waste disposal area that was addressed under the OUs 5 
and 6 ROD; the subsurface soil vapor and groundwater contamination related to CAOC 7 Stratum 1 are addressed 
under this ROD. The OU 7 Feasibility Study referred to this site as “NSP-2” because the initial focus was on 
groundwater contamination at this monitoring well downgradient of CAOC 7 Stratum 1. 
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A RI was conducted in 2003 at seven of the OU 7 sites including CAOCs 10, 9.60, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 
10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 7, and N-2 Area 1 (portion of the site formerly used as equipment storage area). 
The RI included extensive soil, groundwater, and waste sampling; contaminants of concern (COCs) were 
determined and a baseline human health risk assessment (HHRA) was performed. Based on the 
recommendations in the Final RI Report (BEI 2005), the DON concluded that no further investigation was 
warranted at CAOCs 9.60, 10.27, 10.35, and 10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 6; however, additional investigations 
were required at CAOCs 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 groundwater, 10, and N-2 Area 1 (former skeet and 
trap range area). Additionally, ecological risk assessments were required at the OU 7 sites with habitat 
(no ecological risk assessment was recommended for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 6 that consists of 
underground wastewater pipelines). 

A supplemental RI was conducted in 2008 at CAOCs 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 groundwater, 10, and 
N-2 Area 1 along with a SLERA of 15 CAOCs (OTIE 2010a). Field investigations included surface and 
subsurface soil sampling and waste sampling. The supplemental RI included an update of the baseline 
HHRAs for the four sites. The supplemental RI report recommendations included: 

• No further investigation of the OU 7 sites was warranted except at CAOC N-2 Area 1, where 
further delineation of the PCB-contaminated soil was recommended  

• No further ecological assessment of 7 sites with no habitat (10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.27, 10.35, 10.49, 
and 10.80) 

• Collection of surface soil data to support completion of the SLERA at CAOC Y-7 TA-12, and 

• Further ecological assessment of 7 sites (9.60, 9.68, 10.12, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, 
N-2 Area 1, and 10). 

The FFA stakeholders (U.S. EPA and State) accepted the recommendations. During the preparation of 
the baseline ecological risk assessment (BERA) work plan, a site walk was conducted by the DON, DTSC 
and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (then Department of Fish and Game) of the sites 
requiring further ecological assessment. Based on observations made during the site walk, the following 
sites were concluded to offer de minimis habitat:  

• Yermo Annex: CAOCs 9.68, 9.60, and 

• Nebo Main Base: CAOCs 10.12, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Unit 7. 

Therefore, all parties agreed no further ecological risk assessment was warranted.  

Further ecological risk assessment was performed only at CAOCs Y-7 TA-12, 10 and N-2 Area 1, including 
the collection of invertebrate and soil samples from CAOCs 10 and N-2 Area 1. The BERA report 
(AIS-TN&A Joint Venture [ATJV] 2012a) conclusions stated no further ecological risk assessment that was 
warranted at the three sites. Additionally, the DON concluded: 

• No ecological risks were present at CAOC Y-7 TA-12 

• Ecological risk at CAOC N-2 Area 1 is unlikely based on normal food-chain ingestion models. 
However, this CAOC poses potential risk to granivorous birds that ingest grit and that may ingest 
lead shot pellets or fragments of pellets, and 
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• Ecological risk at CAOC 10 is unlikely based on the normal food-chain ingestion models. 
Therefore, no further action for ecological receptors is needed for COCs in soil.  

Further investigation of PAH- and PCB-contaminated soils at CAOC N-2 Area 1 was performed in 2011. 
The investigation report was issued as part of the Final Feasibility Study (FS) report and concluded that 
the lateral and vertical extent of PCBs and PAHs in soil was adequately defined. However, the DTSC 
recommended additional sampling to define the lateral extent of PCBs east of boring 1A-ARI-14 and east 
and southeast of boring 1A-ARI-15 (see Appendix B description and detail). The DON will consider this 
recommendation during the remedial design (RD) phase. 

Groundwater monitoring data were collected at monitoring wells NPZ-14 and NSP-2 during routine 
annual monitoring under OUs 1 and 2 at the MCLB Barstow. Monitoring well NPZ-14 is in the southwest 
portion of Nebo Main Base; NSP-2 is a monitoring well for capped landfill CAOC 7 Stratum 1 in the 
southeast corner of Nebo Main Base.  

Groundwater samples from NPZ-14 indicated TCE and PCE concentrations were consistently above the 
OUs 1 and 2 groundwater cleanup level in the well since 1999. An increase in TCE concentrations to 
above the groundwater cleanup level was noted in NSP-2 beginning in 2003. The DON conducted further 
investigations at NPZ-14 in 2009, 2011, and 2012 including installation of additional monitoring wells in 
the area.  

The DON conducted a remedy evaluation of CAOC 7 Stratum 1 in accordance with the OUs 5 and 6 ROD 
in 2009 (DON 2009). The remedy evaluation concluded that the native soil cover was intact and 
functioning as intended; however, additional investigation of subsurface conditions was warranted. In 
2011, two new multi-level soil vapor monitoring wells were installed through the Stratum 1 cap and one 
new groundwater monitoring well was installed up gradient of CAOC 7 Stratum 1. 

The new data from the NPZ-14 and the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 investigations indicated a response at both 
areas was required. The DON proposed to the U.S. EPA and State that incorporation of the response 
action for NPZ-14 and the subsurface (soil vapor and groundwater) contamination at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
be incorporated into the OU 7 ROD; the U.S. EPA and State concurred (DON 2013). 

1.6. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 
Community participation at MCLB Barstow is documented in a Community Involvement Plan. The DON 
has presented information to the community throughout its cleanup efforts for OU 7 at the MCLB 
Barstow. The DON has developed and maintains an administrative record in San Diego, California, and 
has assembled an information repository at the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division located at the 
Nebo Main Base. Documents and relevant information relied on in the OU 7 remedy selection process 
are available for public review in the administrative record and the public information repository. An 
index to the Administrative Record for the MCLB Barstow is provided in Attachment 2. 

Pursuant to CERCLA §§ 113 and 117, the DON issued a proposed plan describing its preferred remedies 
for the OU 7 sites on December 23, 2013. The Proposed Plan was subject to a public comment period 
from January 1, 2014 to February 3, 2014. Notice of the public meeting was published in the following 
newspapers of general circulation: the Daily Press (Victorville) on December 27, 28, and 29, 2013, the 
Desert Dispatch (Barstow) on December 27, 28, and 30, 2013, and El Mojave (Victorville) on 
December 28, 2013. The DON held a public meeting on January 15, 2014 at the Barstow City Hall. The 
responsiveness summary is provided in Part 3 and includes the public meeting transcript, regulatory 
comments on the draft and draft final ROD, and the DON’s responses to comments received. 
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For access to the administrative record or for more information on the IR Program at the MCLB Barstow 
contact: 

Administrative Record 
Diane Silva 
937 North Harbor Drive 
FISC Bldg. 1, Floor 3 
San Diego, CA  92132 
(619) 556-1280 

Installation Restoration Program Manager 
MCLB Barstow, Environmental Division  
Building 196 
Barstow, CA  92311-5050 
(760) 557-6523 
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2.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
2.1. PHYSICAL SETTING 

2.1.1. Geographic Setting 
The MCLB Barstow is an active military facility in the central Mojave Desert in western San Bernardino 
County, California, less than 6 miles east of the City of Barstow. The MCLB Barstow lies on the western 
plain of the Mojave Desert. Most of the western Mojave Desert is at elevations ranging from 2,000 to 
4,000 feet above mean sea level (amsl). The arid desert climate is characterized by hot, dry summers; 
warm springs and autumns; and mild winters with occasional snowfall at higher elevations. The Mojave 
Desert is shrub-dominated, and much of MCLB Barstow consists of desert scrub habitat.  

The MCLB Barstow lies within a large, alluvial valley along the Mojave River surrounded by a series of 
low mountain ranges. The upper geologic layer of alluvial fan and stream channel deposits is evident in 
the Mojave River and desert washes.  

2.1.2. Topography  
Regional topography near Barstow is dominated by broad, gently sloping surfaces formed by coalescing 
alluvial fans and the isolated fronts and peaks of the region’s fault block mountains (DON, 1998b) and is 
summarized for Nebo Main Base and Yermo Annex as follows:  

• The topography at Nebo Main Base slopes north-northeast from the Daggett Ridge towards the 
Mojave River. The topographic elevations are highest in the southwest corner of Nebo Main 
Base (approximately 2,360 feet amsl) sloping downward towards the Mojave River 
(approximately 2,020 feet amsl) (United States Geological Survey [USGS], 2012a, 2012b).  

• The topography at Yermo Annex gently slopes to the south from the Calico Mountains and east 
from Elephant Mountain, towards the Mojave River. Topographic elevations at Yermo Annex are 
relatively flat, generally undulates between 1,950 and 1,960 feet amsl. (USGS, 2012b, 2012c). 

2.1.3. Regional Climate 
The climate in the Barstow area is typical of deserts in the southwestern United States. The Barstow 
area climate is characterized by intense summer heat, minimal rainfall and low humidity, strong winds, 
periodic thunderstorms, and flash floods. Temperature ranges from 12º Fahrenheit (F) to 114º F 
annually. Winter daytime high temperatures generally range from the high 40s to the mid-60s °F, and 
winter lows below freezing are not uncommon. The prevailing wind direction throughout the entire year 
is from the west, with average wind speeds of approximately 10 to 15 miles per hour.  

The mean annual rainfall in the City of Barstow is approximately 4.33 inches, with the greatest amount 
of precipitation typically falling during January and February. Monthly precipitation ranges from 0.05 
inches in June to 0.92 inches in January (National Climate Data Center, 2014). Considerable year to-year 
variability occurs, which results in the variable discharge conditions of the Mojave River. Precipitation in 
the Mojave Desert occurs primarily with the passing of weakened winter fronts from the north and the 
periodic development of brief, localized thunderstorms during the summer. Periodic episodes of intense 
rainfall create flash flood conditions (referred to as flood flows) in the Mojave River and in the 
intermittent washes near the Nebo Main Base and City of Barstow. 
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2.1.4. Geology and Hydrogeology  
The following sections present general information regarding the regional geology and hydrogeology.  

2.1.4.1. Regional Geology 
The MCLB Barstow lies within the Mojave Desert Geomorphic Province, a wedge-shaped unit bounded 
by the Garlock Fault on the north and the San Andreas Fault on the southwest. The approximate eastern 
boundary of the province is the Bristol-Granite Mountains fault zone in the eastern Mojave Desert. At 
this diffuse boundary, the Mojave Desert merges with the Basin and Range Geomorphic Province 
(DON 1998). Regional geology is characterized by the following stratigraphic units: a basement complex 
of pre-Tertiary granitic and metamorphic rocks; undifferentiated, Tertiary, continental volcanic and 
sedimentary rocks; Tertiary-Quaternary older and younger alluvial-fan deposits; Quaternary older 
alluvium; Quaternary younger and recent Mojave River alluvium (Densmore, Cox, and Crawford 1997).  

2.1.4.2. Regional Hydrogeology 
The MCLB Barstow is within the Mojave River groundwater basin, which consists of two interconnected 
aquifers: a floodplain aquifer and a regional aquifer. The regional aquifer underlies and surrounds the 
floodplain aquifer. Most water from production wells in the area is from the Mojave River aquifer 
(California Department of Water Resources [CDWR] 2004). 

Yermo Annex Hydrogeology  

At the Yermo Annex, groundwater flows generally to the northeast in the southern part of the base and 
east-southeast in the northern part (Figure 5). The floodplain aquifer generally is composed of saturated 
sediments that extend from the surface of the water table to approximately 200 feet bgs. This aquifer is 
underlain by a regional aquifer that consists of saturated sediments between approximately 200 feet 
bgs and bedrock at about 600 feet bgs beneath the eastern boundary of Yermo Annex (Densmore, Cox, 
and Crawford 1997). 

The depth to groundwater ranges from approximately 161 to 183 feet bgs at the Yermo Annex. 
Hydraulic gradients range from 0.00074 to 0.00080 feet/foot (ft/ft). Declining groundwater elevations 
have been noted since 1996 with a long-term average decline of 1.5-foot per year. A significant 
precipitation event during the winter of 2005 caused groundwater elevations to rise several feet; 
however, since 2005, the long-term declining trend has continued.  

Nebo Main Base Hydrogeology 

At the Nebo Main Base, groundwater flows generally from west to east in the northern part of the Base, 
and from southwest to northeast in the southern part of the Base. Additionally, a major fault system, 
the Harper Lake-Camp Rock system, crosses the Base from southeast to northwest. The four fault traces 
crossing the Base have significant effects on groundwater elevations and gradients (Figure 6). Given the 
complex stratigraphic and hydrogeologic conditions underlying Nebo Main Base, there is considerable 
variability in depth to groundwater, groundwater gradients, flow patterns, and groundwater elevation 
responses to precipitation events across the Base. The following description begins with the northern 
part of the Base, which borders the Mojave River, and then discusses the observed groundwater 
characteristics in the southern and central parts of the Base.   

The floodplain aquifer is generally restricted to within about one mile of the active Mojave River channel 
(Stamos et al. 2001). The aquifer is comprised of sands, gravels, and silts ranging from approximately 50 
to 200 feet deep, with an average thickness of about 150 feet. Recharge of the aquifer is primarily by 
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loss from the Mojave River (CDWR 1967), which is reflected in relatively shallow groundwater (5 feet to 
50 feet bgs). Recharge events cause fluctuations of up to 10 feet in groundwater elevations in 
monitoring wells near the river (ATJV 2012a). Groundwater gradients are relatively flat in the northern 
part of the Base; however, some localized influence on gradients and flow direction is apparent west to 
east across fault traces B, C, and D, as see on Figure 6. A decline in groundwater elevations of nearly 20 
feet occurs from west to east across the main Harper Lake-Camp Rock fault trace in the northeastern 
portion of the Base. Groundwater gradients range from 0.0024 ft/ft distance west of the main fault to 
0.046 ft/ft east of the fault (ATJV 2014b).  

The southern portion of Nebo Main Base overlies the regional aquifer, with a transition zone between 
the regional and floodplain aquifer in the central portion of the Base. The regional aquifer is composed 
of late Tertiary and younger unconsolidated to partially consolidated alluvial fan deposits up to 1,000 
feet thick (Stamos and Predmore 1995, Lines 1996). The permeability of these deposits decreases with 
depth (Stamos et al. 2001). Groundwater elevations tend to reflect topographic elevation changes, with 
the highest groundwater elevations observed in the southwest corner of Nebo Main Base beneath the 
local topographic high on the Base. Groundwater flows north/northeasterly from this high point and 
gradually acquires an easterly trend approaching the floodplain aquifer. Depths to groundwater 
measured in 2013 ranged from approximately 115 to 205 feet bgs in the southeast portion of the Base 
and from approximately 140 to 200 feet bgs in the southwest. Depth to groundwater in the central 
portion of the Base ranges from approximately 100 to 150 feet bgs (ATJV 2014). Groundwater 
fluctuations are minor in the southern part of the Base, with increasing levels of fluctuation in response 
to precipitation events from south to north. 

2.1.5. Surface Water Hydrology 
The dry channel of the Mojave River is the dominant surface water feature in the Mojave Desert. 
Surface water flow in the river channel is typically absent, but generally occurs only after significant 
rainstorm events, near areas of bedrock highs, and intermittently across the Harper Lake-Camp Rock 
Fault Zone near the Nebo Main Base.  

The Mojave River Drainage Basin extends over about 3,700 square miles of the Mojave Desert and over 
about 1,300 square miles near Barstow (Hyatt 1934). MCLB Barstow was constructed within the 
drainage basin itself; the 100-year floodplain boundary of the Mojave River passes through the northern 
portion of Nebo Main Base and the southern portion of Yermo Annex. On- site flooding at Nebo Main 
Base is rare. Short-term precipitation events can cause flash flooding associated with sheet wash and 
subsequent flood runoff from the Newberry Mountains (south of Nebo Main Base), where precipitation 
is considerably higher than at nearby locations of lower elevation. 

2.1.6. Sensitive Ecosystems at MCLB Barstow 
Two habitat types at the MCLB Barstow may be considered ecologically sensitive (U.S. EPA 1996). The 
first habitat type is desert scrub habitat. Desert scrub habitat is critical for the desert tortoise, which the 
Federal government lists as a threatened or endangered species. The desert area around Barstow has 
the highest populations of desert tortoises in California. 

The second habitat is the Mojave riverbed. The riverbed acts as a wildlife corridor between the 
headwaters of the Mojave River at Silverwood Lake and its outflow into Soda Lake near Baker, 
California. Around the MCLB Barstow, the Mojave River is classified as a desert wash: its floodplain is 
considered environmentally sensitive and is delineated as a “blue-line stream” by the U.S. Army Corps of 
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Engineers. Although there is significant subsurface flow, surface water flow is highly irregular and occurs 
during periods of extreme precipitation. 

The riverbed habitat mainly is used as a migration corridor. Because of the importance of true riparian 
habitat to desert wildlife, U.S. EPA Region 9 conducted an ecological survey along the length of the river 
channel as it runs through the MCLB Barstow to verify the existence of riparian habitat. According to the 
Ecological Risk Assessment report, a riparian fringe habitat has been defined as forming the northern 
boundary of Nebo Main Base. The riparian fringe itself is bounded on the north by the Mojave River and 
on the south by the Nebo Main Base golf course (U.S. EPA 1996). 

2.1.7. Ecological Setting of the OU 7 Sites 
During the 2008 SLERA for OU 7 (OTIE 2010a), a site visit was performed and found that the land 
occupied by the 15 CAOCs of OU 7 was paved, built on, or disturbed: 

• CAOCs 9.68, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.49, and 10.80 were dominated by pavement (concrete and 
asphalt) and all former structures have been removed or paved over  

• CAOCs 10.3, 10.4, and 10.5 are concrete buildings with large bays, high ceilings, and a concrete 
slab floor. The buildings were being used for office space, recreation, and airplane and airplane 
parts storage 

• CAOCs 9.60, Y-7 TA-12, and CAOC 10 are unpaved and sparsely vegetated 

• CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 1 through 6 are subsurface conveyance lines, typically under pavement 
or buildings 

• CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and CAOC N-2 Area 1 are predominantly unpaved and sparsely 
vegetated, and 

• CAOC 10.12 is partially paved; unpaved portions are covered with gravel spread on-site after the 
building was demolished.  

Since the 2008 SLERA site visit, two additional sites, NPZ-14 and CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (soil vapor and 
groundwater) were added to OU 7. 

• NPZ-14 is unpaved and sparsely vegetated; groundwater is generally 137 to 143 feet deep at this 
location, and 

• CAOC 7 Stratum 1, a gravel-capped controlled landfill; groundwater is generally 186 feet deep. 

Eighty species of wildlife (including invertebrates, birds, mammals, amphibians, and reptiles) have been 
identified at the MCLB Barstow during limited surveys and incidental observation (MCLB Barstow 2005). 
Several special-status species occur or may occur at MCLB Barstow as follows. The desert tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizii), a Federal and State threatened species, occurs on the Nebo and Rifle Range parcels 
of the base. The tortoise is the only federally listed species documented at MCLB Barstow and is found 
in a variety of plant communities, including creosote bush and burrowbush, particularly where soil is 
suitable for digging burrows. The Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilus mohavensis), a State-
threatened species, can be found in the desert scrub, Joshua trees, and grassland habitat of the Mojave 
Desert. One federally endangered plant species, the lane mountain milkvetch (Astralagus jaegerianus), 
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may occur at MCLB Barstow. A complete list of special status species that may occur at the Base is 
provided in the SLERA report (OTIE 2010a).  

2.2. CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE 
The MCLB Barstow is an active base with a continued logistic support mission into the foreseeable 
future. The land use at the Base is considered “industrial” except for the relatively small residential area 
at the Nebo Main Base, as shown on Figure 3. Current and potential future site and resource uses at the 
OU 7 sites are described below in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1 Current and Potential Future Site Use 

Site Name Current and Potential Future Site Use  

YERMO ANNEX 

CAOC Y-7, TA-12 Currently vacant, undeveloped land; future industrial use unknown. 
CAOC 9.60 Currently unused, unpaved area; future industrial use unknown. 
CAOC 9.68 Currently paved area (parking); future use is same (industrial). 

NEBO MAIN BASE 

CAOC 10 Current and future industrial land use is a metallic/sodium valve waste burial area 
under a soil cover with erosion controls. 

CAOC N-2 Area 1 Current and future industrial use is unused, undeveloped except for maintenance 
roads through the area. A portion of CAOC 7 Stratum 2 overlies this CAOC. 

NPZ-14 (groundwater) Current land use is unused/undeveloped, future industrial land use is the same as 
current; groundwater is restricted from potable use. 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (Soil 
Vapor and Groundwater) 

Current and future industrial land use is capped waste disposal and drum storage 
area (CAOC 7 Stratum 1); groundwater restricted from potable use. 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1-6 Domestic and industrial wastewater subsurface conveyance lines; only domestic 
wastewater lines currently in use; future industrial use same as current. 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 Former drainage ditches receiving industrial waste water discharges; backfilled, 
current and future industrial use for equipment storage. 

CAOC 10.12 Partially-paved area; current and future industrial use for temporary equipment 
staging. 

CAOC 10.27 Current and future industrial use is equipment storage on partially paved area. 
CAOC 10.35 Current and future industrial use is temporary equipment storage and staging area 

on mostly unpaved area. 
CAOC 10.37 Former industrial wastewater treatment plant, consisting of concrete-lined 

evaporation pond and unused facilities; future industrial use uncertain. 
CAOC 10.3 Current and future industrial use is warehouse storage of aircraft parts and 

equipment. 
CAOC 10.4 Current and future industrial use is warehouse storage of field equipment (e.g. tents 

and clothing) and other non-hazardous fire-fighting equipment. 
CAOC 10.5 Current and future industrial use is recreation and warehouse storage of aircraft 

parts and equipment. 
CAOC 10.49 Current and future industrial use is paved parking area. 
CAOC 10.80 Current and future industrial use is paved area in front of Warehouse 4. 
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3.0 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 
This section describes the current and potential future site and resource uses, summary of site risks, 
principal threat wastes, RAOs, numerical cleanup levels (where applicable), and remedy performance 
standards.  

3.1. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES 
The MCLB Barstow is expected to remain an active military installation. Current land use is reasonably 
anticipated to continue as industrial indefinitely to support the mission of the facility. The current and 
potential future site and resource use for each of the 18 sites comprising OU 7 are discussed in Sections 
4, 5, and 6 and related Appendices.  

3.2. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 
Human health and ecological risks were assessed as part of the remedial investigations at the OU 7 sites. 
Detailed discussions of risks for sites requiring RA are presented in the appendix for each site 
(Appendices A through E). LUCs were selected as the remedy for sites with acceptable risks under the 
current industrial use scenario, but at which contaminants remain above levels that allow for unlimited 
use and unrestricted exposure. Detailed discussions for sites requiring LUCs only are presented in 
Appendix F. Detailed discussions for the NFA site are presented in Appendix G. 

3.2.1. Human Health Risk Assessment 
Potential human receptors evaluated included MCLB Barstow personnel such as maintenance and 
industrial workers; future potential adult and child residents; and adult and older child trespassers. 
Potential exposure routes evaluated included ingestion and inhalation of fugitive dust, direct contact 
with soil or wastes, ingestion of groundwater, and vapor intrusion into indoor air. The findings of the 
HHRAs performed are summarized below: 

• A baseline HHRA was conducted for 14 sites (CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, Y-7 TA-12, 10, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 
10.12. 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39, 10.49, 10.80, and N-2 Area 1) during the Extended RCRA 
Facility Assessment (SOTA 2002) 

• A baseline HHRA was performed by BEI as part of the RI for one site (CAOC 10); risk assessment 
for other sites were summarized (BEI 2005) 

• An update to the baseline HHRA was performed to incorporate new data generated during the 
Supplemental RI for CAOCs 10, 10.37, and N-2 Area 1 (OTIE 2010a) 

• No human health risks exceeded acceptable levels under the current land use scenario 
(industrial use as active military base) for 13 sites: CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, Y-7 TA-12, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 
10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.49, and 10.80 and CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1-6, and 

• Human health risks exceeded acceptable levels under the current land use scenario (industrial 
use as active military base) for 5 sites (CAOCs 10, N-2 Area 1, 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, CAOC 7 
Stratum 1, and NPZ-14 area). 

Risk drivers for each site are summarized in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1 OU 7 Human Health and Ecological Risk Drivers 

Site Human Health Risk Drivers Ecological Risk Drivers 

CAOC 10 

Soil: lead concentrations in “hot-spot” soil exceed 
acceptable exposure levels; otherwise metals, 
VOCs and PAHs are within acceptable exposure 
levels (Appendix A) 
No groundwater or soil vapor risks identified 

Ecological exposure risks are 
within acceptable exposure 
levels, no risk to lead via 
ingestion route identified 

CAOC N-2 Area 1  

Soil: PCB and PAH concentrations exceed 
acceptable exposure levels (transported as 
airborne fugitive dust); lead and arsenic are 
within acceptable exposure levels (Appendix B) 
Groundwater exposure risks were not assessed 
because prior investigation showed no or little 
potential for site COCs to reach groundwater.  
Soil vapor risks from inhalation of indoor and 
outdoor air were evaluated; concentrations did 
not exceed acceptable exposure levels. 

Lead shot for grit-ingesting 
birds 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7  

Soil: COC concentrations do not exceed 
acceptable exposure levels; but are greater than 
levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure 
Groundwater: COC concentrations (TCE and PCE) 
exceed acceptable exposure levels. However, 
while no current downgradient drinking water 
wells have been identified (Appendix C), 
groundwater resources are sources of drinking 
water and must be protected.  
Soil Vapor: COC concentrations do not exceed 
acceptable exposure levels. 

Unit 7 consists of drainages 
that have been backfilled. No 
completed pathway (minimal 
habitat) 

NPZ-14  

No HHRA has been conducted for NPZ-14.  
Groundwater: Risk from TCE is above the 
maximum contaminant level (MCL) for drinking 
water and potential downgradient migration. 
However, while no current downgradient drinking 
water wells have been identified (Appendix D), 
groundwater resources are sources of drinking 
water and must be protected.  

No completed pathway 
(groundwater greater than 90 
feet bgs) 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (soil vapor 
and groundwater) 

Soil Vapor: TCE and PCE in soil vapor pose a risk 
to groundwater 
Groundwater: Risk from TCE above the MCL and 
potential downgradient migration. However, 
while no current downgradient drinking water 
wells have been identified (Appendix E), 
groundwater resources are sources of drinking 
water and must be protected.  
 

No completed pathway 
(groundwater greater than 185 
feet bgs) 
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Site Human Health Risk Drivers Ecological Risk Drivers 

CAOC 9.60 Soil COC concentrations within acceptable 
exposure levels for industrial use scenario, but 
greater than levels that allow for unlimited use 
and unrestricted exposure 
Soil vapor: COC concentrations do not exceed 
acceptable exposure levels.  
Groundwater: COC concentrations do not exceed 
acceptable exposure levels. 
(Section 5, Appendix F) 

No completed pathway 
(minimal habitat) CAOC 9.68 

CAOC 10.12 
CAOC 10.27 

CAOC 10.35 
CAOC 10.37 
CAOC 10.38/10.39  
Units 1 – 6 
CAOC 10.3 
CAOC 10.4 
CAOC 10.5 
CAOC 10.49 
CAOC 10.80 
CAOC Y-7 TA-12 None (Section 6, Appendix G) None (Section 6, Appendix G) 

 

Potential cancer risks and non-cancer hazards were calculated based on reasonable maximum exposure 
(RME) (BEI 2005). The RME is defined as the highest exposure that is reasonably expected to occur at a 
site, and is intended to estimate a conservative exposure case that is still within the range of possible 
exposures (U.S. EPA 2001). Use of these exposure conditions tends to overestimate risk, which provides 
risk managers with a margin of safety when making risk management decisions. 

For known or suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure levels are generally concentration levels that 
represent an excess upper bound lifetime cancer risk to an individual of between 10-4 (a 1 in 10,000 
chance of developing cancer) and 10-6 (a 1 in 1,000,000 chance of developing cancer) using information 
on the relationship between dose and response. For non-cancer health effects, the hazard index (HI) 
represents the ratio of the RME concentration or the central tendency concentration to the reference 
dose, which is the dosage below which adverse health effects are not expected. An HI of 1 for non-
cancer hazards and 10-6 for cancer risks are used as the point of departure for determining performance 
standards for alternatives when applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements are not available 
or are not sufficiently protective because of the presence of multiple contaminants at a site or multiple 
pathways of exposure. 

3.2.2. Ecological Risk Assessment 
Ecological risk assessments were completed at 15 of the 18 OU 7 sites to evaluate potential effects on 
ecological receptors from site contaminants. Ecological risk assessment was not performed for 
10.38/10.39 Units 1 through 6, as this site consists of subsurface domestic and industrial waste water 
lines and, therefore, no completed exposure pathway is present for ecological receptors. Similarly, 
ecological risk assessment was not performed for the subsurface contamination at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
(groundwater, soil vapor) or NPZ-14 (groundwater) because the contamination is relatively deep. The 
findings of the ecological risks assessments performed are summarized below: 
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• No ecological risks were found at 12 sites with no or minimal habitat (CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.12, 
10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, 10.49, and 10.80)  

• No ecological risks were identified at CAOC Y-7 TA-12 although potential habitat is present 

• A full BERA, including sampling, was completed for CAOC 10. The BERA found ecological risk at 
this site is unlikely based on the normal food-chain ingestion models. Therefore, no further 
action for ecological receptors is needed for COCs in soil at this site, and 

• A full BERA, including sampling, was completed for CAOC N-2 Area 1. Ecological risk at CAOC N-2 
Area 1 is unlikely based on normal food-chain ingestion models. However, this CAOC poses 
potential risk to granivorous birds that ingest grit and that may ingest lead shot pellets or 
fragments of pellets. Therefore, ecological exposure risk was considered during remedy 
selection for CAOC N-2 Area 1.  

3.3. PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES 
The source materials at each OU 7 site were evaluated to determine if there are principal threat wastes 
requiring remediation. The “principal threat” concept is applied to the characterization of “source 
materials” at a CERCLA site (U.S. EPA 1999b). A source material is material that includes or contains 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants that act as a reservoir for migration of contamination 
to ground water, surface water or air, or acts as a source for direct exposure. Principal threats are 
generally considered source materials that are highly toxic or highly mobile and that cannot be 
contained in a reliable manner, or source materials that would present a significant risk to human health 
and the environment should exposure occur.  

No principal threat wastes were identified except for lead shot at CAOC N-2 Area 1 due to the toxicity of 
lead shot to grit-ingesting birds. The selected remedy for this site (surface vacuuming) will remove this 
principal threat waste.  

3.4. REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

3.4.1. Remedial Action Objectives Development 
According to the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (Title 40 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Part 300.430[a][1][i]), the goal of the remedy selection process is 
to “select remedies that are protective of human health and the environment, that maintain protection 
over time, and that minimize untreated waste.” RAOs are medium-specific goals for protecting human 
health and the environment developed to guide remedy selection. ARARs (Attachment 1) facilitated 
selection of RAOs. The RAOs were developed in the FS to address contaminants identified in the OU 7 RI 
report (BEI 2005), Supplemental RI and SLERA Report (OTIE 2010), and the BERA report (ATJV 2012). The 
final recommendations and risk assessment results in the final FS report have the concurrence of the 
U.S. EPA and State. 

RAOs aimed at protecting human health and the environment should specify (1) the COCs, (2) the 
exposure routes and receptors, and (3) the acceptable contaminant levels or ranges of levels (that is, a 
numerical cleanup level) (U.S. EPA 1988). RAOs include both exposure pathways and contaminant 
concentrations in a given medium because protectiveness may be achieved in two ways: by limiting or 
eliminating the exposure pathway or by reducing contaminant concentrations.  

3-4   



Record of Decision 
Operable Unit 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

RAOs were developed for the following media and OU 7 sites: 

• Waste (lead shot) – CAOC N-2 Area 1. The RAO for lead shot is to remove it in order to protect 
grit-ingesting birds 

• Soil – CAOC N-2 Area 1 and CAOC 10. RAOs for soil were based on risk associated with planned 
land use and associated exposure scenarios, including current industrial workers and potential 
trespasser exposure to contaminants in surface and subsurface soils 

• Soil Vapor – CAOC 7 Stratum 1. The RAO is based on protection of groundwater from 
contaminant migration, and 

• Groundwater – CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14, and CAOC 7 Stratum 1. RAOs for groundwater 
were based on anticipated land uses and human health risks associated with the domestic use 
exposure pathway from the groundwater aquifer.  

• Land Use Control Only Sites - CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 
10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 6, 10.49, and 10.80. RAOs for LUCs were developed to ensure residual 
contaminants left in place do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the 
environment. 

The RAOs will be met by implementation of the proposed remedies. Continuing the implementation of 
the remedies and evaluating their effectiveness in 5 year reviews will ensure that RAOs continue to be 
met in the future. 

3.4.2. Remedial Action Objectives for Soil and Waste 
The RI, supplemental RI and SLERA, and BERA for OU 7 evaluated human health and ecological risk 
associated with planned land use and associated exposure scenarios. COCs and potential exposure 
scenarios and pathways for soil at CAOCs N-2 Area 1 and 10 were identified in the Final FS Report. COCs 
for soil were identified for the current industrial worker and potential trespasser exposure scenarios at 
CAOCs N-2 Area 1 and 10. Soil RAOs and associated COCs are discussed below. 

CAOC 10 

• Protect maintenance workers and trespassers from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of and 
direct contact with soil containing lead. 

CAOC N-2 Area 1 

• Protect granivorous birds that ingest grit from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of lead shot 
pellets or fragments on the surface soil, and 

• Protect maintenance workers and trespassers from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of 
fugitive dust and direct contact with soil containing lead, PAHs (benzo[a]pyrene and 
dibenz[a,h]anthracene), and PCBs (specifically Aroclor-1061 and Aroclor-1254). 

3.4.3. Remedial Action Objectives for Groundwater  
RAOs for OU 7 groundwater were evaluated based on human health risks through the domestic use 
exposure pathway from the groundwater aquifer. COCs and potential exposure scenarios and pathways 
for groundwater at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14, and CAOC 7 Stratum 1 were identified in the FS 
Report. RAOs for OU 7 groundwater were not evaluated based on human health risks through the 
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inhalation of VOCs in indoor air (vapor intrusion) from the groundwater aquifer or in soil vapor because 
current and reasonably anticipated land uses would not result in this exposure scenario. Groundwater 
RAOs and associated COCs are discussed below. 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7  

• Protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of groundwater impacted 
with PCE and TCE. 

• Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations greater than cleanup levels. 

NPZ-14 

• Protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of groundwater impacted 
with TCE. 

• Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations greater than the cleanup level. 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 

• Mitigate further impact to groundwater from TCE in soil vapor  

• Protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of groundwater impacted 
with TCE. 

• Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations greater than the cleanup level. 

3.4.4. Remedial Action Objectives for Soil Vapor 
Soil vapor exposure risks were not found at the OU 7 sites; however, soil vapor was found to pose a 
potential contaminant migration route to groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1. Therefore, RAOs were not 
developed for soil vapor based on human health or ecological exposure risks.  The selected remedy for 
soil vapor at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 will meet the groundwater RAOs for this site.  

3.4.5. Remedial Action Objectives for Land Use Control Sites 
For soil only sites, including CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 
Units 1 - 6, 10.49, and 10.80, the LUC RAO is:  

• Prevent changes in land use that would result in unacceptable risks due to exposure to site 
COCs. 

3.5. CLEANUP LEVELS FOR CHEMICALS OF CONCERN 

3.5.1. Cleanup Levels for Soils 
COCs in soil at OU 7 are lead, PAHs, and PCBs at CAOC N-2 Area 1 and lead at CAOC 10. Soil cleanup 
levels were developed using the substantial provisions of the chemical-specific ARARs (Attachment 1) 
and based on U.S. EPA’s risk management range for human health protectiveness of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4 

and removal of lead shot to protect granivorous birds.  

Cleanup levels for soil were developed in the Final FS and are summarized in Table 3-2. 
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Table 3-2 Cleanup Levels for Contaminants of Concern in Soil 

Chemical of Concern Cleanup Level  Basis for Cleanup Level 1,2 

Lead 320 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) Risk-based level for industrial 
use 

Benzo(a)pyrene 290 micrograms per kilogram (μg/kg) Risk-based U.S. EPA industrial 
RSL 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 290 μg/kg Risk-based U.S. EPA industrial 
RSL 

PCBs (Aroclor-1016 and Aroclor-1254) 5.2 mg/kg and 1.0 mg/kg Risk-based U.S. EPA industrial 
RSL 

Notes:  
1Lead cleanup level was calculated using Cal/EPA DTSC “LeadSpread” calculator (DTSC 2013) as presented in the 
Final FS Report 
2U.S. EPA RSLs are publically available values, which are updated on a regular basis; the selected values are current 
as of May 2014. 

3.5.2. Cleanup Levels for Groundwater 
COCs identified for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 groundwater include PCE and TCE. TCE is the only COC 
identified for NPZ-14 and CAOC 7 Stratum 1 groundwater. The MCLs are the basis for the established 
cleanup levels for groundwater at Nebo Main Base under the OUs 1 and 2 ROD; the use of MCLs as 
groundwater cleanup goals is consistent with the ARARs (Attachment 1). The DON provides the rationale 
for the selection of the MCLs for the three groundwater contaminant plumes at the Nebo Main Base in 
the Technical Memorandum for Analysis of Groundwater Clean Up Goals and Revised Modeling Results 
at Multiple Sites, Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, California (Technical 
Memorandum) (NOREAS, Inc. and Trevet Environmental, Inc. [NOREAS and Trevet] 2014b), which is part 
of the Administrative Record for this ROD. 

Therefore, the cleanup level for both PCE and TCE is set at the Federal and California MCL for PCE and 
TCE in drinking water of 5 μg/L, consistent with the groundwater cleanup levels established in the MCLB 
Barstow OUs 1 and 2 ROD (DON 1998) and OUs 2 ROD for Nebo South groundwater (DON 2006). The 
cleanup levels for COCs in groundwater are summarized in Table 3-3, below. 

Table 3-3 Cleanup Levels for Contaminants of Concern in Groundwater 

Chemical of 
Concern Exposure Scenario 

Exposure 
Pathway Cleanup Level1 

Basis for 
Cleanup Level 

PCE Ingestion  Drinking Water 5 micrograms per liter (µg/L) Cancer risk 

TCE Ingestion  Drinking Water 5 µg/L Cancer risk 

Note: 
1Groundwater cleanup levels are the lower of the State or Federal MCL consistent with the ARARs and prior RODs 
at the MCLB Barstow 
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4.0 SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL DECISIONS FOR ACTIONABLE SITES 
This section presents a Decision Summary for each of the five sites with action remedies: CAOC 10 (Soil), 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 (Soil), CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 (Groundwater), NPZ-14 (Groundwater), and CAOC 7 
Stratum 1 (Soil Vapor and Groundwater). For each site, this section contains links to more detailed 
descriptions in the related Appendix. The ARARs supporting the selected remedies are provided in 
Attachment 1.  

4.1. REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 
Remedial alternatives for the five actionable sites were developed and evaluated in the FS in accordance 
with the NCP, which stipulates that the FS should evaluate: 

• A range of remedial alternatives in which treatment that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or 
volume of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants is a principal element. As 
appropriate, this range shall include an alternative that removes or destroys hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants to the maximum extent feasible, eliminating or 
reducing, to the degree possible, the need for long-term management; and 

• One or more remedial alternatives that involve little or no treatment but provide protection of 
human health and the environment primarily by preventing or controlling exposure to 
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants through engineering controls. 

Each remedial alternative was evaluated against the nine evaluation criteria in Guidance for Conducting 
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (U.S. EPA 1988), CERCLA/Superfund 
Orientation Manual (U.S. EPA 1992) and the NCP. The U.S. EPA criteria include two threshold criteria 
that an alternative must meet to be considered for selection as a final remedy, five balancing criteria 
used to compare alternatives that meet the threshold criteria, and two modifying criteria related to 
community and regulatory acceptance that must be met for the FS to be implemented. A comparative 
analysis of the RA alternatives for each of the five actionable sites was conducted in the FS based on the 
following nine U.S. EPA evaluation criteria: 

Threshold Criteria (each alternative must satisfy these two criteria to be eligible for selection): 

• Overall protection of human health and the environment 

• Compliance with ARARs 

Primary Balancing Criteria (the technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis of each alternative is 
based): 

• Long-term effectiveness and permanence 

• Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through treatment 

• Short-term effectiveness 

• Implementability 

• Cost  
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Modifying Criteria (including State acceptance and community acceptance): 

• State agency acceptance  

• Community acceptance  

Additionally, in accordance with DON policy, the remedial alternatives were evaluated for green and 
sustainable remediation potential. The final FS report documents the selection of the preferred remedial 
alternatives based on the comparative analysis. Appendices A through E provide details on the 
alternatives reviewed and the ranking against the nine criteria. Each selected alternative is considered to 
have a high potential effectiveness, is readily implementable, and is expected to achieve the RAOs for 
OU 7. In addition, the selected alternatives are expected to comply with ARARs, provide long-term 
protection of human health and the environment, and be protective of water resources.  

4.2. SELECTED ACTION REMEDIES FOR SOIL AND WASTES 
The DON established RAOs for soil to protect human and ecological receptors from ingestion of or 
exposure to contaminants in soil or wastes (Section 3.4.2).  

The following remediation strategies were evaluated in the FS for soil and wastes: 

• No action 

• Institutional Controls  

• Hot-spot removal of lead contaminated soils at CAOC 10 and PCB contaminated soils at 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 

• Surface Vacuuming of skeet and trap range wastes (lead shot, clay target fragments) at 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 

Based on evaluation of the alternatives against the nine U.S. EPA criteria, the selected RAs are soil hot-
spot removal with LUCs at CAOC 10 and surface vacuuming, soil hot-spot removal, and LUCs at 
CAOC N-2 Area 1. The remedial alternatives evaluation, balancing criteria, and ranking of alternatives is 
provided for each site in Appendices A (CAOC 10) and B (CAOC N-2 Area 1). 

The following sections provide a summary of the RA decisions for the two soil and waste sites.  

4.2.1. Summary for CAOC 10  
CAOC 10 – Sodium Valve and Metallic Debris Burial Area 

Site History and 
Description 

Historically used as a soil borrow source and for burial of metallic debris and sodium-
filled valves; located in the southwest corner of Nebo Main Base near the Base 
residential area. Currently has a soil cover and erosion controls. 

COCs Remedial investigations found soil with concentrations of VOCs, semivolatile organic 
compound (SVOCs); herbicides, dioxins and dibenzofurans, PCBs, and pesticides below 
risk-based RSLs. Additionally, some metals were found at concentrations above 
background concentrations or residential RSLs. One relatively small soil area (15 feet 
by 10 feet by 5 feet deep) is contaminated with lead at levels that may pose a risk to 
human health and the environment; this soil area is referred to as a “hot spot” 
(Appendix A Section A-4). 
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CAOC 10 – Sodium Valve and Metallic Debris Burial Area 

Risk Drivers Lead in soil (Appendix A Section A-6). 

Remedial Action 
Objectives 

The DON identified the following RAO: 

• Protect maintenance workers and trespassers from ingestion of and direct 
contact with soil containing lead. 

Cleanup Levels • Soil:  cleanup level for lead is 320 mg/kg (Table 3-2). 

General Response 
Actions (GRAs) 

The DON identified two GRAs for CAOC 10: 

• Removal of lead-contaminated soil, and  
• LUCs for soil. 

Identified Appropriate 
Technologies 

The DON identified the following remedial technologies as appropriate for this site: 
institutional controls (ICs) (including LUCs) and removal of lead-contaminated soil with 
LUCs. The appropriate technologies were evaluated along with “no action” in the FS. 

Remedial Alternatives Evaluation 
Remedial alternatives were developed, screened, and evaluating in accordance with the NCP. Appendix A 
provides a description of the alternatives, evaluations and ranking performed to select the preferred alternatives 

Soil The remedial alternatives reviewed included no action, ICs, and removal of the soil 
lead “hot spot” with LUCs. See Appendix A, Section A-8 for a more detailed discussion. 
The preferred alternative for soil is Alternative 3 - Hot-Spot Removal. , This alternative 
satisfies the threshold criteria including overall protection of human health and the 
environment and compliance with ARARs. Alternative 3 also meets the primary 
balancing criteria of long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction of COC 
toxicity, mobility, and volume; short-term effectiveness; implementability; and cost. 
Alternative 3 was determined to be the more cost-effective alternative. The estimated 
Alternative 3 present worth cost is $198,000 assuming 1 year for the removal action 
and LUCs remaining in place until cleanup levels are achieved. 
Alternative 3 - Soil “Hot Spot” Removal with LUCs meets the modifying criteria of State 
and community acceptance. The alternative was acceptable to the State. The DON 
received no comments during the public comment period; however during the 
community meeting the attending public expressed general support for the 
recommended actions described in the Proposed Plan (See transcript in Part 3).  

Statutory Determinations 
In accordance with the NCP, the DON makes the following statutory determinations for the selected remedy for 
CAOC 10 

Protection of Human 
Health and the 
Environment 

The selected remedy is necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor exposure 
to COCs. The selected remedy will prevent exposure by removing the contaminated 
soil and metal debris from the site and restricting use of the site to industrial uses. 
There are no short-term threats associated with the selected remedy that cannot be 
controlled. In addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the 
remedy. 
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CAOC 10 – Sodium Valve and Metallic Debris Burial Area 

Compliance with 
ARARs 

NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State 
ARARs that the remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will not meet, the waiver invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. 
The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, location-, and action-specific 
ARARs. A complete discussion of ARARs that apply to OU 7 is in Attachment 1. 

Cost-effectiveness The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance 
with the NCP and U.S. EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of 
alternative as compared to cost) was considered in the selection of the preferred 
remedy. Details on the costs of the alternatives considered for soil and wastes at CAOC 
10 are presented in Appendix A. 

Utilization of 
Permanent Solutions 
and Alternative 
Treatment 
Technologies or 
Resource Recovery 
Technologies to the 
Maximum Extent 
Practicable 

The selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence by removing 
contaminated soils from the site and disposing contaminated soils at an off-site facility 
and recycling metal scrap. The selected remedy is a permanent solution for the site. 

Preference for 
Treatment as a 
Principal Element 

The selected remedy for soil at CAOC 10 would not result in reduction in toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of contaminants through the use of treatment options. Treatment 
was not chosen as the principal element of the RA for soil at this site because removal 
of lead-contaminated soil in hot spots will protect human health and the environment, 
achieve RAOs, comply with ARARs, is easy to implement, and has a relatively low cost. 

Five-Year Review 
Requirements 

Five-year reviews will be completed every five years at the site because contaminants 
will remain on-site at levels above those allowed for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure. 

Soil – Remedy Description 

Selected Remedy Soil “Hot Spot” Removal with LUCs 

Remedy Description Soil “Hot Spot” Removal will include excavation of approximately 30 cubic yards (yd3) 
of soil in the defined lead contamination area, separation of metals, off-site recycling 
and disposal, disposal of soil at a permitted treatment and disposal facility, and 
backfilling with imported clean backfill. Post-remediation confirmation sampling will 
be performed before backfilling.  
Land Use Controls will be implemented by adding site use restrictions and CAOC 
maintenance requirements to the Base Master Plan and will be maintained until 
cleanup levels are achieved. 
The RA including LUCs will be documented in a RD/RA work plan, which will be 
submitted to the U.S. EPA and State for review and concurrence. 

4-4   



Record of Decision 
Operable Unit 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

4.2.2. Summary for CAOC N-2 Area 1 
CAOC N-2 Area 1: Former Equipment Storage Area and Skeet/Trap Range 

Site Background, Remedial Action Objectives, and General Response Actions 

Site Description and 
History 

CAOC N-2 Area 1 is an approximate 17-acre area in the southern portion of the 
Nebo Main Base. Military equipment was stored at a portion of 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 from the early 1950’s until 1966 with subsequent operation 
of a skeet and trap shooting range from 1982 until 1999. During the equipment 
storage period, waste oil containing PCBs was spread for dust suppression, 
contaminating some soil areas in the southern part of the site. During 
operation of the skeet and trap range, lead shot and fragments of clay targets 
were deposited on the ground. The clay targets contained PAHs in the tar used 
in their manufacture. 

COCs Lead in soil was detected below the cleanup level. PCBs (Aroclor 1016 and 
Aroclor 1254) and PAHs were detected in soil above their industrial RSLs 
(Table 3-2). (Appendix B Section B-4). 

Risk Drivers PCBs and PAHs in soil pose a risk to human health; lead shot and shot 
fragments pose an ingestion risk to grit-ingesting birds; clay targets containing 
PAHs (Appendix B Section B-6). 

Remedial Action 
Objectives 

The DON identified the following RAOs: 

• Protect granivorous birds that ingest grit from ingestion of lead shot 
pellets or fragments on the surface soil.  

• Protect maintenance workers and trespassers from ingestion of 
fugitive dust and direct contact with soil containing lead, PAHs 
(specifically benzo[a]pyrene and dibenz[a,h]anthracene), and PCBs 
(specifically Aroclor-1016 and Aroclor 1254). 

Cleanup Levels Soil cleanup levels: 

• Lead is 320 mg/kg (Table 3-2);  
• PAHs benzo(a)pyrene and dibenz(a,h)anthracene are both 290 μg/kg;  
• PCBs Aroclor-1016 and Aroclor-1254 are 5.2 and 1.0 mg/kg, 

respectively. 

GRAs The DON identified four GRAs for CAOC N-2 Area 1: 

• Removal lead shot and clay target material by surface vacuuming to 
protect grit-ingesting birds, 

• Removal of PCB-contaminated soil above industrial RSL, 
• Post-remediation confirmation sampling, 
• LUCs for soil, as necessary.  

Identified Appropriate 
Technologies 

The DON identified the following remedial technologies as appropriate for this 
site: ICs (including LUCs) and surface vacuuming and hot spot removal with 
LUCs. The appropriate technologies were evaluated along with “no action” in 
the FS. 

 4-5 



Record of Decision 
Operable Unit 7 
MCLB Barstow, California 
 

CAOC N-2 Area 1: Former Equipment Storage Area and Skeet/Trap Range 

Remedial Alternatives Evaluation 
Remedial alternatives were developed, screened, and evaluating in accordance with the NCP. Appendix B 
provides a description of the alternatives, evaluations and ranking performed to select the preferred 
alternatives 

Soil The remedial alternatives reviewed included (1) no action, (2) ICs, and (3) 
surface vacuuming and hot-spot removal with LUCs. See Appendix B, Section 
B-7 for a more detailed discussion. 
The preferred alternative is Alternative (3) surface vacuuming and hot-spot 
removal with LUCs, as necessary, which will be determined as part of the LUC 
RD. This remedy satisfies the threshold criteria including overall protection of 
human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs. Surface 
vacuuming and hot-spot removal with LUCs, as necessary, also meets the 
primary balancing criteria of long-term effectiveness and permanence, 
reduction of COC toxicity and volume, short-term effectiveness, 
implementability, and cost. Surface vacuuming and hot-spot removal with 
LUCs, as necessary, is easy to implement; has greater effectiveness than 
Alternative 2 – Institutional Controls for a much lower cost. The estimated 
Alternative 3 present worth cost is $795,000 assuming 1 year for the removal 
action and LUCs remaining in place until cleanup levels are achieved. 
Alternative 3 - surface vacuuming and hot-spot removal with LUCs, as 
necessary, meets the modifying criteria of State and community acceptance. 
The alternative was acceptable to the State. The DON received no comments 
during the public comment period; however during the public meeting the 
attending participant expressed support in general for the recommended 
actions described in the Proposed Plan (See transcript in Part 3). 

Statutory Determinations 
In accordance with the NCP, the DON makes the following statutory determinations for CAOC N-2 Area 1 

Protection of Human 
Health and the 
Environment 

The selected remedy is necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor 
exposure to COCs. The selected remedy will prevent exposure by removing the 
contaminated soil, lead shot, and clay targets from the site and restricting use 
of the site to industrial uses. There are no short-term threats associated with 
the selected remedy that cannot be controlled. In addition, no adverse cross-
media impacts are expected from the remedy. 

Compliance with ARARs NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and 
State ARARs that the remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State 
ARARs that the remedy will not meet, the waiver invoked, and justification for 
invoking the waiver. The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, 
location-, and action-specific ARARs. A complete discussion of ARARs that 
apply to OU 7 is in Attachment 1. 

Cost-effectiveness The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in 
accordance with the NCP and U.S. EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness 
(overall effectiveness of alternative as compared to cost) was considered in 
the selection of the preferred remedy. Details on the costs of the alternatives 
considered for CAOC N-1 Area 1 are presented in Appendix B. 
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CAOC N-2 Area 1: Former Equipment Storage Area and Skeet/Trap Range 

Utilization of Permanent 
Solutions and 
Alternative Treatment 
Technologies or 
Resource Recovery 
Technologies to the 
Maximum Extent 
Practicable 

The selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence by 
removing contaminated soils, lead shot, and clay targets from the site and 
disposing contaminated soils and clay targets at an off-site facility and 
recycling lead shot. This is a permanent solution for the site. 

Preference for 
Treatment as a Principal 
Element 

The selected remedy consists of physical removal of the principal threat waste 
(lead shot), clay target fragments (source of PAHs to soil), and contaminated 
soils with PAHs, lead, and/or PCBs above acceptable risk management levels. 
Although treatment was not chosen as the principal element of the RA for soil 
at this site, the selected remedy will protect human health and the 
environment, achieve RAOs, comply with ARARs, and is easy to implement.  

Five-Year Review 
Requirements 

If contaminants remain on site at levels above those allowed for unlimited use 
and unrestricted exposure following RA, five-year reviews will be completed 
every five years. Otherwise, no five-year review would be required.  

Soil – Remedy Description 

Selected Remedy Surface Vacuuming of Lead Shot and Clay Target Material, Removal of PCB Soil 
“Hot Spots”, and LUCs. 

Remedy Description Surface Vacuuming will remove lead shot and clay target material and the 
uppermost layer of contaminated surface soils from the skeet and trap range 
by vacuuming, separation of materials, recycling lead shot, and off-site 
disposal of other materials. Post remediation confirmation sampling will be 
performed.  
PCB Soil “Hot Spot” Removal will include excavation of approximately 176 yd3 
of soil in the PCB-contaminated areas, off-site disposal of PCB-contaminated 
soil, and backfilling with imported clean backfill. The remedial design plan will 
include sufficient data to define the soil areas to be removed. The DON will 
consider the State recommendation to perform additional delineation of PCB 
extent during the RD phase. Post remediation confirmation sampling will be 
performed. 
Land Use Controls of this site will be implemented by adding site use 
restrictions in the Base Master Plan; the final LUCs will be determined in the 
LUC RD after surface cleaning and hot-spot removal is completed, depending 
on results of the post-remediation confirmation sampling. 

 

4.3. SELECTED ACTION REMEDIES FOR GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR 
The DON established RAOs for groundwater to protect human receptors from ingestion of groundwater 
impacted by COCs at all three groundwater sites and to mitigate further impact to groundwater from 
vadose zone sources of TCE at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (Section 3.4.3). The locations and approximate extent 
of the three OU 7 groundwater contaminant plumes are shown on Figure 7. Groundwater flow 
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directions and recent (2013) groundwater COC concentrations are also shown on Figures C-1, D-1, and 
E-1 in Appendices C, D, and E, respectively.  

Contaminated groundwater in the NPZ-14 and CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 areas is located entirely within 
the Nebo Main Base and, based on extensive long-term monitoring data, no off-site migration of these 
two plumes is suspected. The extent of contaminated groundwater from CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is yet to be 
defined; a small portion of this plume may cross over the far southwest corner of private property 
located east and north of MCLB Barstow property (see Appendix E, Figure E-1); however the majority of 
the plume extent is expected to be contained with the base Rifle Range based on inferred groundwater 
flow directions. The extent of soil vapor contamination associated with CAOC 7 Stratum is not fully 
defined; however, Stratum 1 is the only known source for the soil vapor contamination (OTIE, 2012b).  

The following groundwater remediation strategies were evaluated in the FS 

• No Action (required for CERCLA evaluation) 

• MNA with LUCs to prevent potable use of groundwater 

• AS/SVE with LUCs, and air-sparge curtain (a form of AS/SVE) with LUCs 

The following soil vapor remediation strategies were evaluated in the FS (CAOC 7 Stratum 1 only): 

• No Action (required for CERCLA evaluation) 

• Soil Gas Monitoring  

• SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only with LUCs to protect remedial equipment 

• SVE of Vadose Zone Soils and Landfill Wastes with LUCs to protect remedial equipment 

Based on evaluation of the alternatives against the nine U.S. EPA criteria (listed in Section 4.1), the 
selected RAs for the groundwater sites are: 

• MNA with LUCs at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and site NPZ-14 

• MNA with LUCs and SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 

Based on evaluation of the alternatives against the nine U.S. EPA criteria, the selected RAs for the soil 
vapor site is: 

• SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only with LUCs to protect remedial equipment 

The remedial alternatives evaluation, balancing criteria, and ranking of alternatives is provided for each 
site in Appendices C (CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7), D (NPZ-14), and E (CAOC 7 Stratum 1).  

The U.S. EPA and State accepted the preferred alternative of MNA with LUCs under the condition that a 
further evaluation of the technical and economic feasibility (TEF) of reducing concentrations to 
background levels versus the proposed groundwater cleanup levels (MCLs) be completed prior to 
completion of the OU 7 ROD. The DON performed an analysis of the TEF of MNA to remediate 
groundwater to background levels as compared to MCLs. The FS fate and transport modeling for the 
groundwater contaminant plume at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 was revised. The analysis and modeling are 
presented in the Technical Memorandum (NOREAS and Trevet 2014b). The Technical Memorandum 
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conclusions supported the FS selection of MNA to meet MCLs groundwater cleanup levels for the three 
OU 7 groundwater plumes.  

Due to some uncertainties and limitations in the data available at the time of FS, the DON has 
incorporated specific performance measures into this ROD (Section 4.4.1). The performance measures 
include a shrinking plume and decreasing trends in contaminant concentrations within the plume as key 
indicators that natural attenuation processes are working and the selected remedy remains effective 
and protective. The DON will develop a long-term monitoring (LTM) plan to monitor the MNA remedy 
performance, as described in Section 4.4.1.1. The LUCs established under the OUs 1 and 2 ROD 
(DON 1998a) will be extended to incorporate the OU 7 groundwater sites as described in Section 5.0. 

The following sections provide a summary of the RA decisions for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14, and 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1. Site details are provided in Appendices C, D, and E, respectively.  

4.3.1. Summary for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7  
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7: Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 

Site Background, Remedial Action Objectives, and General Response Actions 
Site Description and 
History 

Unit 7 consists of former drainage ditches that received industrial waste water flows 
from industrial operations in the central portion of Nebo Main Base from the 1940s 
through the 1970s; the ditches have been filled in and are no longer visible on the 
ground surface. Groundwater in the Unit 7 area is contaminated with VOCs, including 
TCE and PCE. Possible sources include former USTs and industrial operations in the 
area. However, no specific soil source(s) for the groundwater contamination at Unit 7 
were identified during the RI.   

COCs During the RI, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, metals, and diesel fuel were detected in 
soil. Concentrations were below the residential and industrial RSLs, with the exception 
of arsenic detected above its residential RSL, but below background concentrations 
and, therefore, not significant. Groundwater was contaminated with TCE at 4.6 to 
20 μg/L and PCE up to 9.4 μg/L, which at times exceed the groundwater cleanup levels 
(Appendix C Section C-2.3). 
 

Risk Drivers TCE and PCE in groundwater. There are no current receptors or complete exposure 
pathways for contaminated groundwater at this site. See Appendix C, Section C-2.5 for 
more detail. 
 

Remedial Action 
Objectives 

The DON identified the following RAO: 

• Protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of 
groundwater impacted with TCE and PCE. 

• Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations greater than 
cleanup levels. 
 

Cleanup Levels • Groundwater: cleanup level for both TCE and PCE is 5 μg/L (see Table 3-3). 
GRAs  The DON identified two GRA for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7: 

• Monitoring of residual groundwater concentrations (which are anticipated to 
decline with natural attenuation) 

• LUCs for groundwater and soil. 
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CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7: Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 

Site Background, Remedial Action Objectives, and General Response Actions 

Identified Appropriate 
Technologies 

The DON identified the following remedial technologies as appropriate for this site: 
MNA with LUCs or AS/SVE with LUCs. The groundwater appropriate technologies were 
evaluated along with “no action” in the FS. 

Remedial Alternatives Evaluation 
Remedial alternatives were developed, screened, and evaluating in accordance with the NCP. Appendix C provides 
a description of the alternatives, evaluations and ranking performed to select the preferred alternative. 

Groundwater The remedial alternatives reviewed for groundwater included (1) no action, (2) MNA 
with LUCs, and (3) AS/SVE with LUCs. See Appendix C, Section C-2.6 for a more 
detailed discussion. 
The preferred alternative for groundwater is Alternative (2) MNA with LUCs. This 
remedy satisfies the threshold criteria including overall protection of human health 
and the environment and compliance with ARARs. MNA with LUCs also meets the 
primary balancing criteria of long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction of 
COC toxicity and volume, short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost. MNA 
with LUCs is easy to implement; has similar effectiveness to Alternative 3 – AS/SVE 
with LUCs for a much lower cost. The estimated Alternative 2 present worth cost is 
$843,000 assuming 10 years of monitoring. 
Alternative 2 - MNA with LUCs meets the modifying criteria of State and community 
acceptance. However, the State conditionally accepted the DON’s preferred remedy. 
Specifically, the State recognizes that the DON is conducting additional groundwater 
investigations as well as additional modeling to further support the conclusions in the 
final FS. These data will be presented in a technical memorandum to assist the State 
agencies in documenting cleanup goals consistent with State law and past DON and 
State remedial approaches. The DON received no comments during the public 
comment period; however during the public meeting the attending participant 
expressed general support for the recommended actions described in the Proposed 
Plan (See transcript in Part 3). 

Statutory Determinations 
In accordance with the NCP, the Navy makes the following statutory determinations for groundwater at 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 

Protection of Human 
Health and the 
Environment 

The selected remedy is necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor exposure 
to COCs. The selected remedy will prevent exposure by monitoring natural 
attenuation of VOCs in groundwater, and restricting use of the site to industrial uses. 
There are no short-term threats associated with the selected remedy that cannot be 
controlled. In addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the 
remedy. 

Compliance with ARARs NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State 
ARARs that the remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will not meet, the waiver invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. 
The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, location-, and action-specific 
ARARs. A complete discussion ARARs that apply to OU 7 is included in this ROD in 
Attachment 1. 
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CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7: Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 
Cost-effectiveness The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance 

with the NCP and U.S. EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of 
alternative as compared to cost) was considered in the selection of the preferred 
remedy. Details on the costs of the alternatives considered for groundwater at CAOC 
10.38/10.39 Unit 7 are presented in Appendix C. 

Utilization of Permanent 
Solutions and Alternative 
Treatment Technologies 
or Resource Recovery 
Technologies to the 
Maximum Extent 
Practicable 

The selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence. MNA with 
LUCs with will be performed to monitor the degradation of COCs in groundwater and 
ensure effectiveness and protectiveness of the remedy. 

Preference for Treatment 
as a Principal Element 

MNA with LUCs, the selected remedy for groundwater at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, 
will not result in reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through the 
use of treatment options. Treatment was not chosen as the principal element of the 
RA for groundwater at this site because MNA with LUCs will protect human health and 
the environment, achieve RAOs, comply with ARARs, is easy to implement, and has 
similar effectiveness to the alternatives evaluated in the FS that would employ 
treatment, for a much lower cost. Groundwater at this site currently has no known 
human or ecological receptors.  

Five-Year Review 
Requirements 

Five-year reviews will be completed every five years at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 
because contaminants will remain on-site at above levels that allow for unlimited use 
and unrestricted exposure.  

Groundwater – Remedy Description 

Selected Remedy MNA with LUCs to prevent potable use of groundwater. 

Remedy Description Natural attenuation will be relied on to reduce groundwater VOC contamination to 
below cleanup levels through natural processes including microbial and geochemical 
degradation, sorption, dilution, volatilization, and dispersion. 
Monitoring: A comprehensive monitoring program will be implemented to verify that 
the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment. Specific 
monitoring program requirements are presented in Section 4.4.1, along with 
monitoring frequency and required data evaluations. Monitoring will continue until 
data evaluations demonstrate attainment of the groundwater cleanup levels.  
LUCs established in the OUs 1 and 2 ROD, which prevent potable use of groundwater 
at Nebo Main Base, are incorporated into the groundwater remedies under this ROD.  
Evaluation of MNA effectiveness and protectiveness will be conducted annually; 
overall remedy performance will be evaluated once every five years. The performance 
monitoring for MNA is described in Section 4.4.1.1. 
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4.3.2. Summary for NPZ-14 Groundwater 
NPZ-14: Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 

Site Background, Remedial Action Objectives, and General Response Actions 

Site Description and 
History 

NPZ-14 is a monitoring well located in a relatively isolated area in the southern part 
of Nebo Main Base; the area was formerly used to store military equipment from the 
1950’s to 1965. TCE was detected in groundwater from well NPZ-14 at concentrations 
above cleanup level since 1999. Six more wells were installed and sampled in 2011 
and 2012. 

COCs TCE concentrations in groundwater samples collected from 1999 to 2013 ranged from 
0.43 to 35 μg/L. The seven site wells were last sampled in April 2013 (ATJV 2013). 
Detected chloroform results were qualified as a possible laboratory contaminant. TCE 
concentrations detected in April 2013 ranged from 2.1 to 22 µg/L; three wells had 
TCE concentrations above the cleanup level of 5 µg/L (Appendix D Section D-4). 

Risk Drivers TCE in groundwater. There are no current receptors or complete exposure pathways 
for contaminated groundwater at this site. See Appendix D Section D-6 for more 
detail. 

Remedial Action 
Objectives 

The DON identified the following RAO: 

• Protect human receptors from ingestion of groundwater impacted with TCE. 
• Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations greater 

than the cleanup level. 

Cleanup Level • Groundwater:  cleanup level for TCE is 5 μg/L (Table 3-3). 

GRAs The DON identified two GRAs for NPZ-14: 
• Monitoring of residual groundwater concentrations (which are anticipated 

to decline with natural attenuation), and 
• LUCs for groundwater and soil. 

Identified Appropriate 
Technologies  

The DON identified the following remedial technologies as appropriate for this site: 
MNA with LUCs or air-sparging of contaminated groundwater with vapor recovery 
and LUCs (AS/SVE with LUCs) for groundwater. The appropriate technologies were 
evaluated along with “no action” in the FS. 

Remedial Alternatives Evaluation 
Remedial alternatives were developed, screened, and evaluating in accordance with the NCP. Appendix E provides 
a description of the alternatives, evaluations and ranking performed to select the preferred alternatives 

Groundwater The remedial alternatives reviewed for groundwater included (1) no action, (2) MNA 
with LUCs, and (3) AS/SVE with LUCs. See Appendix D, Section D-7 for a more detailed 
discussion. 
The preferred alternative for groundwater is Alternative (2) MNA with LUCs. This 
remedy satisfies the threshold criteria including overall protection of human health 
and the environment and compliance with ARARs. MNA with LUCs also meets the 
primary balancing criteria of long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction of 
COC toxicity and volume, short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost. MNA 
with LUCs is easy to implement; has similar effectiveness to Alternative 3 – AS/SVE 
with LUCs for a much lower cost. The estimated Alternative 2 present worth cost is 
$751,000 assuming 10 years of monitoring. 
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NPZ-14: Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 
Alternative 2 - MNA with LUCs meets the modifying criteria of State and community 
acceptance. However, the State conditionally accepted the DON’s preferred remedy. 
Specifically, the State recognizes that the DON is conducting additional groundwater 
investigations as well as additional modeling to further support the conclusions in the 
final FS. These data will be presented in a technical memorandum to assist the State 
agencies in documenting cleanup goals consistent with State law and past DON and 
State remedial approaches. The DON received no comments during the public 
comment period; however during the public meeting the attending participant 
expressed support in general for the recommended actions described in the 
Proposed Plan (See transcript in Part 3). 

Statutory Determinations 
In accordance with the NCP, the Navy makes the following statutory determinations (for Groundwater) 

Protection of Human 
Health and the 
Environment 

The selected remedy is necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor exposure 
to COCs. The selected remedy will prevent exposure by monitoring natural 
attenuation of VOCs in groundwater and restricting use of the site to industrial uses. 
There are no short-term threats associated with the selected remedy that cannot be 
controlled. In addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the 
remedy. 

Compliance with ARARs NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State 
ARARs that the remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will not meet, the waiver invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. 
The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, location-, and action-specific 
ARARs. A complete discussion ARARs that apply to OU 7 is included in this ROD in 
Attachment 1. 

Cost-effectiveness The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance 
with the NCP and U.S. EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of 
alternative as compared to cost) was considered in the selection of the preferred 
remedy. Details on the costs of the alternatives considered for groundwater at 
NPZ-14 are presented in Appendix D. 

Utilization of Permanent 
Solutions and Alternative 
Treatment Technologies 
or Resource Recovery 
Technologies to the 
Maximum Extent 
Practicable 

The selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence. MNA with 
LUCs will be performed to monitor the natural degradation of COCs in groundwater 
and evaluate remedy effectiveness and protectiveness. 

Preference for Treatment 
as a Principal Element 

MNA with LUCs, the selected remedy for groundwater at NPZ-14 will not result in 
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through the use of 
treatment options. Treatment was not chosen as the principal element of the RA for 
groundwater at this site because MNA with LUCs will protect human health and the 
environment, achieve RAOs, comply with ARARs, is easy to implement, and has 
similar effectiveness to the other alternative evaluated in the FS that would employ 
treatment, for a much lower cost. Groundwater at this site currently has no known 
human or ecological receptors. 

Five-Year Review Five-year reviews will be completed every five years at the site until contaminants are 
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NPZ-14: Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 
Requirements below levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.  

Groundwater – Remedy Description 

Selected Remedy  MNA and LUCs to prevent potable use of groundwater. 

Remedy Description  Natural attenuation will be used to reduce groundwater VOC contamination to below 
cleanup levels through natural processes including microbial and geochemical 
degradation, sorption, dilution, volatilization, and dispersion. 
Land Use Controls: LUCs established in the OU1 and OU2 ROD will also be maintained 
at the OU7 Groundwater sites to prevent potable use of the groundwater until 
cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 1 and 2 ROD Section 1.4.2 [DON 1998a]).  
Monitoring: A comprehensive monitoring program will be implemented to verify that 
the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment. Specific 
monitoring program requirements are presented in Section 4.4.1, along with 
monitoring frequency and required data evaluations. Monitoring will continue until 
data evaluations demonstrate attainment of the groundwater cleanup levels.  
Evaluation of MNA and LUCs protectiveness will be conducted annually; overall 
remedy performance will be evaluated once every five years. The process for 
evaluating MNA is provided in Section 4.4.1.1. 

 

4.3.3. Summary for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (Soil Vapor and Groundwater) 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1: Soil Vapor and Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 

Site Background, Remedial Action Objectives, and General Response Actions  
Site Description and 
History 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is a former burn dump and waste disposal area with a soil cap in the 
southeastern corner of Nebo Main Base. A soil cap was constructed over CAOC 7 
Stratum 1 in 2000. The soil cap and groundwater monitoring program were 
established under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD (DON 1998). Beginning in 2001, groundwater 
samples from CAOC 7 Stratum 1 monitoring well NSP-2 showed TCE at concentrations 
at or exceeding the MCL, with a maximum concentration of 25 μg/L detected in 2007. 
The groundwater contamination likely extends onto the MCLB Barstow Rifle Range.  

COCs The DON performed a subsurface investigation at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 in 2011. TCE, 
acetone, and 1,2-diochlorobenzene were detected in a soil/waste sample from 
beneath the landfill cap. VOCs, primarily TCE and PCE, were detected in soil vapor at 
concentrations up to 320 and 14 μg/L, respectively. Twenty-one other VOCs were 
detected in soil vapor at lower concentrations. Groundwater was contaminated with 
TCE, which exceeded the cleanup level between 2001 and 2010 (Appendix E 
Section E-4). 

Risk Drivers TCE in groundwater; TCE and PCE in soil vapor. There are no current receptors or 
complete exposure pathways for contaminated groundwater or soil vapor at this site. 
See Appendix E, Section E-6 for more detail. 

Remedial Action 
Objectives  

The DON identified the following RAOs: 
• Mitigate further impact to groundwater from TCE in soil vapor  
• Protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of 

groundwater impacted with TCE. 
• Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations greater than 
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CAOC 7 Stratum 1: Soil Vapor and Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 
the cleanup level. 

Cleanup Levels • Groundwater: cleanup level for both TCE and PCE is 5 μg/L (see Table 3-3). 
GRAs The DON identified three GRAs for CAOC 7 Stratum 1: 

• Reduction of TCE concentrations in the vadose zone (unsaturated soils above 
groundwater) to mitigate further impacts to groundwater, and   

• Monitoring of residual groundwater concentrations (which are anticipated to 
decline with the vadose zone response action and natural attenuation) 

• LUCs for groundwater and protection of remediation equipment. 
Identified Appropriate 
Technologies  

The DON identified the following remedial technologies as appropriate for this site: 
SVE beneath the landfill cap (soils only or both soils and landfill wastes) and MNA with 
LUCs or air-sparging of contaminated groundwater with vapor recovery and LUCs 
(air-sparge curtain with LUCs) for groundwater. The soil vapor appropriate 
technologies were formally evaluated along with the “no action” and vapor monitoring 
only alternatives in the FS. The groundwater appropriate technologies were evaluated 
along with “no action” in the FS. 

Remedial Alternatives Evaluation 
Remedial alternatives were developed, screened, and evaluating in accordance with the NCP. Appendix E provides 
a description of the alternatives, evaluations and ranking performed to select the preferred alternatives 
Soil Vapor The alternatives reviewed for soil vapor included (1) no action, (2) soil gas monitoring, 

(3) SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only and (4) SVE of both vadose zone soil and landfill 
waste. See Appendix E, Section E-7 for a more detailed discussion. 
The preferred alternative for soil vapor is Alternative 3 - SVE of Vadose Zone Soils 
Only. This alternative satisfies the threshold criteria including overall protection of 
human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs. Alternative 3 also 
meets the primary balancing criteria of long-term effectiveness and permanence, 
reduction of COC toxicity, mobility, and volume; short-term effectiveness; 
implementability; and cost. Alternative 3 was determined to be the more cost-
effective of the two active-treatment alternatives. Active treatment is considered 
necessary to protect groundwater. The estimated Alternative 3 present worth cost is 
$2,775,000 assuming 10 years of SVE and monitoring. 
Alternative 3 - SVE for Vadose Zone Soil Only meets the modifying criteria of State and 
community acceptance. The alternative was acceptable to the State. The DON 
received no comments during the public comment period; however during the 
community meeting the attending public expressed general support for the 
recommended actions described in the Proposed Plan (See transcript in Part 3).  

Groundwater The remedial alternatives reviewed for groundwater included (1) no action, (2) MNA 
with LUCs, and (3) air-sparge curtain (a form of AS/SVE) with LUCs. See Appendix E, 
Section E-8 for a more detailed discussion. 
The preferred alternative for groundwater is Alternative (2) MNA with LUCs. This 
remedy satisfies the threshold criteria including overall protection of human health 
and the environment and compliance with ARARs. MNA with LUCs also meets the 
primary balancing criteria of long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction of 
COC toxicity and volume, short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost. MNA 
with LUCs is easy to implement; has similar effectiveness to Alternative 3 - Air Sparge 
Curtain with LUCs for a much lower cost. The estimated Alternative 2 present worth 
cost is $832,000 assuming 10 years of monitoring. 
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CAOC 7 Stratum 1: Soil Vapor and Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 
Alternative 2 - MNA with LUCs meets the modifying criteria of State and community 
acceptance. However, the State conditionally accepted the DON’s preferred remedy. 
Specifically, the State recognizes that the DON is conducting additional groundwater 
investigations as well as additional modeling to further support the conclusions in the 
final FS. These data will be presented in a technical memorandum to assist the State 
agencies in documenting cleanup goals consistent with State law and past DON and 
State remedial approaches. The DON received no comments during the public 
comment period; however during the public meeting the attending participant 
expressed support in general for the recommended actions described in the Proposed 
Plan (See transcript in Part 3). 

Statutory Determinations 
In accordance with the NCP, the Navy makes the following statutory determinations (for both Soil Vapor and 
Groundwater) 
Protection of Human 
Health and the 
Environment 

The selected remedies are necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor 
exposure to COCs. The selected remedies will prevent exposure by monitoring natural 
attenuation of VOCs in groundwater, extracting and treating soil vapor in vadose zone 
soil only, and restricting use of the site to industrial uses. There are no short-term 
threats associated with the selected remedies that cannot be controlled. In addition, 
no adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the remedies. 

Compliance with ARARs NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State 
ARARs that the remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will not meet, the waiver invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. 
The selected remedies are expected to meet chemical-, location-, and action-specific 
ARARs. A complete discussion ARARs that apply to OU 7 is included in this ROD in 
Attachment 1. 

Cost-effectiveness The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance 
with the NCP and U.S. EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of 
alternative as compared to cost) was considered in the selection of the preferred 
remedies. Details on the costs the alternatives considered for soil vapor and 
groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 are presented in Appendix E. 

Utilization of Permanent 
Solutions and 
Alternative Treatment 
Technologies or 
Resource Recovery 
Technologies to the 
Maximum Extent 
Practicable 

The selected remedies for soil vapor and groundwater provide long-term effectiveness 
and permanence.  
Soil vapor. SVE of Vadose Zone Soil Only will permanently remove COCs in soil vapor. 
Extracted vapors will be treated with GAC. Contaminants will be permanently removed 
and disposed of off-site. LUCs will be implemented to protect remedial equipment. 
Groundwater. MNA with LUCs will be performed to monitor the degradation of COCs 
in groundwater and ensure effectiveness and protectiveness of the remedy. 

Preference for 
Treatment as a Principal 
Element 

Soil vapor. The selected remedy for soil vapor for CAOC 7 Stratum 1, SVE for Vadose 
Zone Soil Only, would satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal 
element. COCs would be extracted from the soil vapor using GAC and treated during 
GAC regeneration.  
Groundwater. The selected remedy for groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1, MNA with 
LUCs, would not result in reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants 
through the use of treatment options. MNA with LUCs will protect human health and 
the environment, achieve RAOs, comply with ARARs, is easy to implement, and has 
similar effectiveness to the alternative evaluated in the FS that would employ 
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CAOC 7 Stratum 1: Soil Vapor and Groundwater Contaminated with VOCs 
treatment, for a much lower cost. Groundwater on Base or within the estimated 
plume extent off Base has no known human or ecological receptors. 

Five-Year Review 
Requirements 

Five-year reviews will be completed every five years at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 landfill 
because contaminants will remain on-site at levels above those allowed for unlimited 
use and unrestricted exposure.  

Soil Vapor – Remedy Description 
Selected Remedy  SVE for Vadose Zone Soil Only, with LUCs to protect remedial equipment 
Remedy Description  Soil Vapor Extraction will be used to extract vapors from the vadose zone below the 

landfill waste (“SVE of Vadose Zone Only”). Two or more SVE wells will be installed in 
the vadose zone below the landfill waste. The system will be designed based on an SVE 
pilot study and other pre-design data acquisition as necessary. Extracted vapors will be 
treated through GAC. The SVE design will be documented in a RD/RA work plan. The 
SVE system will be designed and operated, with optimization as needed to meet the 
groundwater RAOs.  
Monitoring: A comprehensive monitoring program will be implemented to verify that 
the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment. The 
requirements for the remedy monitoring program are described in ROD Section 4.4.2. 
Evaluation of the remedy’s effectiveness will be performed annually, as described in 
Section 4.4.2.  
Land Use Controls: LUCs for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 are already defined in the Base Master 
Plan (DON 2010). The Base Master Plan LUC for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 will be updated to 
incorporate specific provisions for protection of remedial equipment and monitoring 
wells installed as part of the remedy for this CAOC. 

Groundwater – Remedy Description 
Selected Remedy  MNA and LUCs to prevent potable use of groundwater. 
Remedy Description  Natural attenuation will be relied on to reduce groundwater VOC contamination to 

below cleanup levels through natural processes including microbial and geochemical 
degradation, sorption, dilution, volatilization, and dispersion. 
Land Use Controls: LUCs established in the OU1 and OU2 ROD will also be maintained 
at the OU7 Groundwater sites to prevent potable use of the groundwater until 
cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 1 and 2 ROD Section 1.4.2 [DON 1998a]).  
Monitoring: A comprehensive monitoring program will be implemented to verify that 
the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment. Specific 
monitoring program requirements are presented in Section 4.4.1, along with 
monitoring frequency and required data evaluations. Monitoring will continue until 
data evaluations demonstrate attainment of the groundwater cleanup levels. 
Evaluation of MNA and LUCs protectiveness will be conducted annually; overall 
remedy performance will be evaluated once every five years. The performance 
measures for MNA are described in Section 4.4.1.1. 

4.4. IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDIES FOR GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR SITES 

4.4.1. Implementation of Selected Remedies at Three Groundwater Sites 
The RAOs for groundwater are based on anticipated land uses and human health risks associated with 
the potable groundwater use exposure pathway. Specific RAOs are to protect human receptors from 
unacceptable risks due to ingestion of groundwater impacted with TCE and PCE (CAOC 10.38/10.39 
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Unit 7), protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of groundwater impacted 
with TCE (NPZ-14 and CAOC 7 Stratum 1), prevent migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations 
greater than cleanup levels, and to mitigate further impact to groundwater from TCE in soil vapor 
(CAOC 7 Stratum 1).  

The groundwater RAOs at the three sites will be achieved through MNA, which relies on natural 
processes in the aquifer to gradually reduce contaminant concentrations. The DON will submit a 
remedial design/remedial action (RD/RA) plan for the MNA sites for U.S. EPA and State review and 
concurrence. LUCs established in the OUs 1 and 2 ROD (DON 1998a) will also be maintained at the OU7 
Groundwater sites to prevent potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 
1 and 2 ROD, Section 1.4.2) The LUCs for groundwater at Nebo Main Base are recorded in the Base 
Master Plan and enforced by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division; the Base Master Plan will be 
modified to specifically incorporate the OU 7 groundwater sites at Nebo Main Base. 

4.4.1.1. Performance Monitoring for MNA 
MNA with LUCs is the selected remedy for the groundwater at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14, and 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1. Plume locations and current extent are shown on Figure 7, along with groundwater 
LUC boundaries. MNA will be considered to be effective as long as the groundwater plume is shrinking in 
extent and concentrations are decreasing over time. The MNA remedy will be considered to be 
protective as long as the groundwater plume does not pose a threat or potential threat to a human 
receptor (due to depth of groundwater, ecological receptors were not identified). Therefore, the MNA 
remedy performance will be evaluated for both effectiveness and protectiveness. The DON has defined 
specific protectiveness and effectiveness performance measures for MNA in this section.  

The MNA monitoring program shall be documented in a post-ROD RD/RA work plan that will specify for 
each site the locations, frequency, and type of samples and measurements necessary to evaluate 
whether the remedy is performing as expected and is capable of attaining the RAOs. The monitoring 
programs will be designed to demonstrate achievement of the performance measures for MNA 
(U.S. EPA 1999a), as listed in Table 4-1 below: 

Table 4-1 Performance Monitoring for MNA 

No. MNA Demonstration  Monitoring & Data Evaluation 

1 Demonstrate that natural attenuation is 
occurring according to expectations 

Statistical analysis of long term monitoring data will be 
conducted in accordance with the procedures established in 
the MNA RD/RA work plan to confirm that natural 
attenuation is occurring according to expectations. MNA 
performance expectations include a shrinking plume extent 
and decreasing groundwater COC concentrations. 

2 Demonstrate the efficacy of LUCs that were 
put in place to protect potential receptors  

The Base Environmental Division is responsible for 
implementation of the groundwater use LUCs; the statutory 
five-year review includes review of the LUCs under this ROD. 

3 Verify attainment of cleanup levels in 
groundwater 

The RD/RA work plan will incorporate data collection and 
data evaluations necessary for verification of attainment of 
cleanup levels in groundwater at the MNA sites 

4 Detect changes in environmental 
conditions (e.g., hydrogeologic, 
geochemical, microbiological, or other 

The RD/RA work plan shall incorporate the necessary data 
analyses and field data parameters to evaluate efficacy of 
natural attenuation processes.  
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No. MNA Demonstration  Monitoring & Data Evaluation 
changes) that may reduce the efficacy of 
any of the natural attenuation processes 

5 Identify any potentially toxic and/or mobile 
transformation products 

The RD/RA work plan shall include analytical methods that 
would reveal the presence of potentially toxic and/or mobile 
transformation products which may realistically be generated 
through the site-specific natural attenuation processes 

6 Detect new releases of contaminants to the 
environment that could impact the 
effectiveness of the natural attenuation 
remedy  

The Base Environmental Division will inform the DON 
Installation Restoration Program manager of any new spills 
or releases within a MNA area 

7 Verify through statistical analyses that the 
plume(s) is not expanding either 
downgradient, laterally or vertically. 

Statistical analysis of long term monitoring data will be 
conducted in accordance with U.S. EPA guidance to 
determine plume stability and concentration trends; the 
evaluation results will be reported annually in the MCLB 
Barstow Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report.  

8 Verify no unacceptable exposure risks to 
downgradient receptors through 
appropriate data collection. 

The MCLB Barstow Base Master Plan will be updated within 
one year of the signing of this ROD to incorporate the 
groundwater non-use LUCs.  
The annual monitoring report will incorporate a report on 
Condition #8 and potential movement of the plumes under 
the MNA remedy toward a downgradient receptor.  
A specific trigger for additional data collection and 
subsequent action in accordance with this ROD will be 
defined in the MNA RD/RA work plan.  

Flexibility for adjusting the monitoring frequency over the life of the MNA remedy is incorporated into 
this ROD. Specifically, the RD/RA work plan may be amended, based on long-term data evaluations, to 
increase or decrease monitoring frequency, adjust analytical parameters, well locations, etc. as needed 
to maintain the relevance of the monitoring program. A significant decrease in monitoring frequency, 
with U.S. EPA and State concurrence, will be documented in the administrative record for this ROD.  

Performance monitoring of the MNA remedy will continue until cleanup levels have been achieved, and 
longer if necessary to verify that the site no longer poses a threat to human health or the environment. 
The review process and decision logic for the MNA remedy is illustrated graphically on Figure 8. 

If the DON finds the MNA remedy has failed to remain effective and protective, as demonstrated by 
failure to meet the 8 performance measures listed above, then, with U.S. EPA and State concurrence, 
the DON will initiate active response measures to mitigate plume expansion and/or COC concentration 
increases and will evaluate a change in the remedy through the following steps: 

1) Identify data gaps and significant uncertainties in the conceptual site model (CSM) that must be 
addressed to understand why the MNA remedy failed and support site decision-making.  

2) Determine the appropriate response action(s), including possible implementation of an active 
remedy to meet the RAOs.  

3) Evaluate ARARs as necessary for a significantly different remedy from the selected remedy. 
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4) Publish an Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) to this ROD or other appropriate CERCLA 
document to inform the public of any significant changes in the selected remedy. An ESD is 
subject to U.S. EPA and State review and concurrence and a public comment period. The ROD 
would be amended as necessary. 

5) Revise the existing monitoring plans and/or develop long-term operation, maintenance, and 
monitoring (LTO/LTM) plans if a different remedy is implemented and make appropriate 
changes to monitoring and/or operations.  

The U.S. EPA and State will review and concur with work plans and reports for additional investigations 
and data evaluations, pilot studies, remedial design, and LTM, O/LTM plan for a change in remedy.  

4.4.2. SVE Remedy Implementation at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 Soil Vapor 
The selected remedy for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 soil vapor is SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only, with SVE wells 
installed below the landfill waste. Existing LUCs in place for the Stratum 1 cap will be expanded to 
include the SVE remedial equipment and wells. During the RD phase of implementation of the CAOC 7 
Stratum 1 response action, the DON will: 

1) Identify data gaps and significant uncertainties in the CSM 

2) Perform necessary pre-design data acquisitions including a SVE pilot study. 

3) Determine the optimal location and design parameters for the SVE remedy to meet the RAOs 

4) Develop an RD/RA work plan, including LTO/LTM plan, which will be submitted for review and 
concurrence by the U.S. EPA and State. 

If the final RD/RA plan for SVE at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is significantly different from the selected remedy of 
SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only, the DON will publish an ESD to this ROD to inform the public and, if 
necessary, amend the ROD. 

4.4.2.1. Performance Measures for SVE Remedy 
The LTM program for the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 SVE system will provide the necessary data for evaluation of 
the remedy. The SVE remedy will be considered to be effective if the SVE system and soil vapor 
monitoring data indicate mass removal is technically and economically feasible and not asymptotic 
(Section 4.4.2.2). The SVE remedy will be considered to be protective if the long-term groundwater 
monitoring data indicate no further contamination of groundwater is occurring. Therefore, the SVE 
remedy performance will be evaluated for both effectiveness and protectiveness. The DON has defined 
the protectiveness and effectiveness performance measures for SVE in this section. The SVE remedy will 
be evaluated for effectiveness and protectiveness annually.  

The LTO/LTM plan for the SVE system will include a soil vapor monitoring plan and data evaluation 
strategy, including the required statistical analyses of COC concentrations and mass removal rates over 

time to facilitate evaluation of the continued remedy effectiveness. The LTO/LTM plan shall be 
submitted for review and concurrence by the U.S. EPA and State and updated annually. The DON may 
cycle and otherwise modify the system as needed to optimize the SVE remedy, with notification to the 
U.S. EPA and State. 
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4.4.2.2. Decision Process for Shutting Down the SVE System at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
When the SVE remedy has reduced soil vapor concentrations to the extent that is technically and 
economically feasible, then the DON will shut down the SVE system, with U.S. EPA and State 
concurrence. Rebound testing will be performed as part of the decision process for permanent 
shutdown of the system.  

Criteria for “Shutoff” of SVE Systems 
SVE systems used to remove VOCs from the vadose zone at OU 7 will be operated until the following 
condition is reached: 

• VOCs in the vadose zone have been removed to the extent technically and economically 
feasible.  

The DON will demonstrate that VOCs in the vadose zone have been removed by SVE to the extent 
technically and economically feasible by analyzing the following six factors: 

1. Whether the cumulative mass removal is approaching asymptotic levels appropriate 
optimization of the SVE system  

2. The additional cost of continuing to operate the SVE system when mass removal reaches 
asymptotic levels 

3. The predicted effectiveness and cost of further enhancements of the SVE system (e.g., 
additional vapor extraction wells) beyond optimization of the existing system 

4. Whether discontinuing the SVE will significantly prolong the time to attain the groundwater 
cleanup levels 

5. Historical data that present the SVE system operating costs per unit of VOC mass removed from 
the vadose zone and the concurrent soil-gas and groundwater VOC concentrations, both as a 
function of time 

The SVE system may be cycled on and off in order to optimize the operation and/or evaluate the factors 
listed above. 

Determination of Asymptotic Conditions  
The DON will track the cumulative mass of VOCs removed by the SVE system and plot the data as a 
function of time to help determine how quickly the cumulative mass removed approaches asymptotic 
levels. Asymptotic conditions will have been reached when the upper limb of the plotted curve is 
substantially linear and the slope of the curve approaches zero. The specific procedures used to evaluate 
whether the data are asymptotic will be defined during the remedial design phase of work.  

To assess whether there are zones where the SVE system has not removed VOCs, cycling will be used to 
allow residual vadose zone contamination to re-equilibrate and to re-establish VOC concentrations in 
the soil gas. The decision to shut off or restart any part of the remediation system will be made jointly by 
all FFA signatories and will be documented in the administrative record for this ROD. 
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5.0 LAND USE CONTROLS (LUCS) 
This section describes the implementation of LUCs, which are a part of the selected remedy for all of the 
OU 7 sites, with the exception of the No Further Action site, CAOC Y-7 TA-12.  

5.1. LUC IMPLEMENTATION  
LUCs will be established at the OU 7 sites to ensure contaminants do not pose an unacceptable risk to 
human health and the environment. LUCs are established to ensure long-term protectiveness and are 
required as part of the remedy when contamination remains in place at a site at concentrations above 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. LUCs do not eliminate the risk associated with contamination 
at a site, but reduce contaminant exposure by preventing a complete exposure pathway and therefore 
reduce unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. The term EC is used to refer to a 
specific physical measure (signage, fencing, well-head treatment system, site maintenance activities) 
implemented as part of a LUC. The ARARs supporting the selected remedies, including LUCs, are 
provided in Attachment 1.  

Implementation of LUCs/ECs will ensure that contaminants contained on-site will remain isolated from 
possible human and ecological receptors. Therefore, the LUCs are an integral part of the selected 
remedies for OU 7. The DON has responsibility for implementing, maintaining, reporting, and enforcing 
LUCs. Implementation and enforcement of LUCs/ECs is a statutory requirement of the DON as part of its 
CERCLA activities and authority. 

The following performance objectives will be achieved through LUCs at the OU 7 sites: 

• LUCs established in the OU1 and OU2 ROD will also be maintained at the OU7 groundwater sites 
to prevent potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 1 and 2 
ROD Section 1.4.2). 

• LUCs will maintain the integrity of current and future remediation and/or monitoring systems 
and/or wells where installed (NPZ-14, CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, CAOC 7 Stratum 1 [soil vapor 
and groundwater]). 

• LUCs will be implemented, maintained, monitored, reported on, and enforced by DON to ensure 
continued long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 

• LUCs will be maintained until the concentrations of hazardous substances in the soil and 
groundwater are at such levels to allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE). 

• LUCs will prohibit the development and use of property for residential housing, elementary and 
secondary schools, child care facilities and playgrounds. 

DON shall prepare and submit to U.S. EPA and the State for review and concurrence a LUC RD that shall 
contain implementation and maintenance actions, including periodic inspections. The LUC RD will 
describe LUC implementation actions including but not limited to the following: 

• Requirements for CERCLA 5-year remedy review 

• Frequency and requirements for periodic monitoring or visual inspection 
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• Notification procedures to the U.S. EPA and State for planned property conveyance, corrective 
action required, and/or response to actions inconsistent with LUCs for the remedy 

• A list of LUCs with the expected duration 

• Surveys of LUC boundaries 

• Update of the Base GIS database so the site coordinates are available for review and planning 

• ECs for protection of monitoring wells and remedial systems where present 

• Maps identifying where the LUCs are to be implemented 

• Signage requirements, and  

• Surface drainage and erosion control maintenance requirements (CAOC 10). 

In compliance with Section 8.2 (Deadlines) of the FFA for MCLB Barstow, DON shall prepare within 21 
days of issuance of the ROD for OU 7 proposed deadlines for completion of all subsequent primary 
documents, including the LUC RD. Agreements to the schedule of the subsequent primary documents 
shall follow the stipulations cited in the FFA. 

Approximate OU 7 site boundaries are shown on maps in Appendices A through F; the site boundaries 
are coincidental with the LUC boundaries for all sites. Site boundaries will be surveyed for inclusion in 
the LUC RD and the DON’s GIS database. Specific implementation actions for the controls will be 
identified and described in a LUC RD. The LUC RD will include specific restrictions required at the site, a 
statement that the restrictions are required because of the presence of pollutants or contaminants, the 
current land use and anticipated future land use, the geographic control boundaries, and the objectives 
of the land use restrictions. 

The DON will conduct inspections of the LUCs under this ROD during the five-year review or more 
frequently as required by the LUC RD, and complete any recommended follow-up actions to ensure that 
the selected LUC remedies continue to be protective of human health and the environment. Where an 
EC is in place, inspections and maintenance will continue as long as the waste remains in place. An 
updated risk assessment would be required to determine if LUCs are no longer needed to control 
exposure risks. The DON will provide the risk assessment results and recommendations to the U.S. EPA 
and State for review and concurrence prior to any significant changes to the LUCs established in this 
ROD.  

LUCs are already implemented at OUs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 through the MCLB Barstow Base Master Plan 
(MCLB Barstow 2010), as administered by the Base Environmental Division. The Base Master Plan will be 
updated to include LUCs for OU 7, including any access restrictions, notification instructions, and ECs for 
each of the OU 7 sites in accordance with this ROD. If any future projects are proposed for an OU 7 site, 
conformance with the LUCs associated with this site shall be reviewed as part of the MCLB Barstow Site 
Approval and Project Review Process. The controls described in the LUC RD will ensure that no action 
that may violate LUCs will occur without prior concurrence by the U.S. EPA and State. 

The remedies selected in this ROD, including the LUCs objectives, will not be modified or terminated 
except in accordance with the NCP, and with U.S. EPA and State regulatory concurrence.  
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If control of an OU 7 site is transferred to another Federal agency, DON shall advise the recipient Federal 
agency of all obligations agreed to in the ROD and will require the recipient Federal agency to enforce 
LUC objectives contained in this ROD. Although the DON or subsequent Federal agency transferee may 
later transfer these procedural responsibilities to another party by contract, property transfer 
agreement, or through other means, the DON shall retain ultimate responsibility for remedy integrity. 

If DON transfers control of any of the OU 7 sites to a non-federal entity, DON will provide information to 
that entity regarding the LUCs contained in this ROD and the obligation exists for the transferee to 
record a State Land Use Covenant pursuant to Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §67391.1. The deed transferring 
property to a non-federal entity will include LUCs and resource restrictions equivalent to those 
contained in the State Land Use Covenant and this ROD. 

5.2. SITES REQUIRING LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Units 1 through 6 (and Unit 7 soils), 10.3, 10.4, 
10.5, 10.49, and 10.80 have a selected remedy of LUCs only because, while no active remediation is 
necessary, some contaminants will remain on-site at concentrations above the levels that allow for 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.  

Remedy Evaluation and Selection 

Since no human health risks are posed by the contaminants left in place at these sites based on the 
current and foreseeable future industrial land use, the only required remedial alternative to evaluate is 
“no action”, per the NCP.  The DON and U.S. EPA believe the selected remedy of LUCs-only satisfies the 
threshold criteria including overall protection of human health and the environment and compliance 
with ARARs (Attachment 1). The LUCs-only remedy does not fully meet the primary balancing criteria of 
long-term effectiveness and permanence and reduction of COC toxicity and volume but does meet the 
balancing criteria of short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost. The LUCs-only remedy is easy 
to implement and has a much lower cost than an action response such as soil removal, while remaining 
protective of human health and the environment by restricting land use to industrial uses. There are no 
short-term threats associated with the selected remedy that cannot be controlled. In addition, no 
adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the remedy. Five-year reviews will be completed every 
five years at the LUC-only sites because contaminants will remain on-site at levels above those allowed 
for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The estimated LUCs-only present worth cost is $43,000 for 
initial implementation, $15,000 per year for site inspections, and $63,000 once per five years for 
performance of a statutory five-year review. 

A summary of the site descriptions, risk drivers, and justification for LUCs only remedy is provided in 
Table 5-1 below, with detail for each of the sites provided in Appendix F including figures of each site.
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Table 5-1 Descriptions, Risk Drivers, and Justification for Sites with LUCs Only 

Site Name Location, Description, History Risk Drivers 
Justification for 

LUCs2,3 

9.60 Yermo Annex (Figure F-1).  
Former waste oil/solvent USTs T 530A and 
T-530B; tanks leaked to soil. T 530A was 
investigated but never found; T-530B was 
removed along with some soil in 1992. 
Currently unused, unpaved area; future use 
unknown 

Human health: 
Groundwater 
(chloroform), Soil, soil 
gas, and groundwater 
(PCE) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

9.68 Yermo Annex (Figure F-2) 
Former oil/water separator (Tank T-588A) and 
french drain (Tank T-588B) that received waste 
oil. The oil/water separator and french drain 
were removed. 
Currently unused, unpaved area; future use 
unknown 

Human health: Soil 
(arsenic) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.12 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-4) 
Former Building 50 used for cleaning, minor 
repair, painting, preservation, and packaging 
operations; includes wash pad area, drainage 
area, and solvent still area. Building 50 
demolished. Contaminated soil and groundwater 
at this site are being remediated under OU 2.1  
Currently partially paved unused area; future 
use unknown. 

Human health: 
Groundwater (PCE, TCE) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.27 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-5) 
Building S-338 (Old Fire Fighting Training 
Facility). Building was demolished; Unused 
partially paved area near railroad right-of-way. 
Current and future use is equipment storage on 
partially paved area. 

Human health: Soil 
(arsenic) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.35 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-6) 
Former Domestic Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
Building was demolished; land is used for some 
equipment storage. 
Current and future use is temporary equipment 
storage and staging area. 

Human health: Soil 
(arsenic) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.37 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-7) 
Former Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
Plant decommissioned; area mostly paved and 
fenced.  
Mostly paved; currently unused, future use 
unknown. 

Human health: Soil and 
soil gas (chloroform, 
PCE, PAHs); 
groundwater 
(chloroform) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 
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Site Name Location, Description, History Risk Drivers 
Justification for 

LUCs2,3 

10.38/10.39 
Units 1-6 
and Unit 7 
soils 

Nebo Main Base (Figure F-3) 
Industrial and domestic wastewater pipelines. 
Suspected leaks were investigated. Industrial 
wastewater lines are no longer in use; domestic 
wastewater lines continue to be used. Future 
uses same as current. 

Human health: Soil 
(arsenic, aluminum, and 
thallium) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.3 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-8)  
Warehouse 2 – old vehicle repair facility (1942 
to 1961); used for general storage since 1961.  
Current and future use is warehouse storage of 
parts and equipment. 

Human health: 
Groundwater (PCE, 
methylene chloride, 
TCE) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.4 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-9) 
Warehouse 3 general storage and vehicle repair. 
Current use is storage of field equipment and 
other miscellaneous items (e.g. non-hazardous 
fire-fighting equipment). Future use is 
warehouse storage of parts and equipment. 

Human health: 
Groundwater (PCE) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.5 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-10) 
Warehouse 4 general warehouse, vehicle repair.  
Current use is recreation and storage of aircraft 
parts and equipment. Future use is warehouse 
storage of parts and equipment. 

Human health: Soil 
(arsenic) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.49 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-11) 
Suspected USTs T-27A, T-27B, and T-27C south 
of existing Building 27 at Nebo Main Base, east 
of CAOC 10.12. USTs were not found during 
subsurface investigations. AS/SVE of area 
performed as part of OU 2 Nebo North plume 
cleanup action (2008 – 2012); area is under 
pavement for parking in front of Building 27. 
Current and future use is paved parking area. 

Human health: Soil 
(arsenic), Groundwater 
(PCE)1 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

10.80 Nebo Main Base (Figure F-12) 
Former UST T-354 south of Building 354 
(demolished); tank removed in 1992, suspected 
to be boiler blow-down tank.  
Current and future use is paved parking area. 

Human health: Soil 
(chromium, cadmium, 
nickel) 
Ecological: None, 
minimal habitat 

Risk within 
U.S. EPA’s risk 
management 
range for industrial 
land use. 

Notes: 
1Groundwater and soil gas at CAOCs 10.12 and 10.49 have been addressed under the OU 2 ROD. 
2U.S. EPA’s carcinogenic risk management range is between 10-4 and 10-6 and noncarcinogenic HI is less than 1.  
3According to U.S. EPA Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), where cumulative carcinogenic risk to the 
individual is less than 1x10-4, and the non-carcinogenic HI is less than or equal to 1, RA is not warranted under 
CERCLA unless there are adverse environmental impacts, or the ARARs are not met (U.S. EPA 2001). 
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6.0 SUMMARY OF SITES WITH NO FURTHER ACTION  
CAOC Y-7 TA-12 was originally identified as a suspected waste burial area during an aerial thermographic 
survey of the base performed in 1991. The area was subsequently investigated during the ERFA (etc. 
brief summary, including sampling). No buried wastes were identified by the investigations and no 
contaminants of concern were identified. Therefore, CAOC Y-7 TA-12 will be closed with no further 
action because no evidence of waste disposal was found and no contaminants are present at 
concentrations above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. A summary of the 
site description, risk drivers, and justification for the NFA decision is provided in Table 6-1 below, with 
more detail for the site provided in Appendix G.  

Table 6-1 Descriptions, Risk Drivers, and Justification for Site with No Further Action 

Site Name 
Location, Description, 

History Risk Drivers Justification for NFA 

CAOC Y-7-TA-12 Yermo Annex (Figure G-1) 
Suspected waste burial 
area identified during 
thermal anomaly aerial 
survey of base. No buried 
waste was found by 
subsurface investigations. 
No soil contamination 
found. 
Currently vacant, 
undeveloped land; future 
use unknown 

Human health: None. 
Arsenic detected soil 
below Yermo background 
95th percentile 
concentration; no known 
human receptor soil 
exposure pathway. 
Ecological: None 

No risk to human or 
ecological receptors. 
No evidence of waste 
disposal. 
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7.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SYNCHRONIZATION 
Five-year reviews will be required on all sites where contaminants remain in place above levels allowed 
for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. Five-year reviews will be conducted at 17 of the 18 OU 7 
sites. The selected remedy for CAOC Y-7 TA-12 is NFA; therefore, this site does not require five-year 
review. 

The five-year reviews for MCLB Barstow OUs 1 through 6 are synchronized such that the five-year 
review reports must be signed by 31 December of the fifth year of each review period. The DON will 
synchronize the OU 7 five-year review with the existing OUs 1 through 6 reviews. The synchronized 
five-year review approach is consistent with § 27.3 of the FFA.  
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8.0 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 
The Proposed Plan for OU 7 was released for public comment in December 2013. It identified 
“contingencies” for the several of the selected remedies. Specifically, the Proposed Plan stated the 
following: 

• Alternative 2 MNA was the preferred alternative for groundwater contamination at NPZ-14 and 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 with Alternative 3 AS/SVE retained as a contingency. 

• Alternative 2 MNA was the preferred alternative for groundwater contamination at CAOC 7 
Stratum 1 with Alternative 3 air sparge curtain retained as a contingency.  

• Alternative 3 SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only was the preferred alternative to prevent further 
contamination of groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 with Alternative 4 SVE of both Vadose Zone 
Soils and Landfill Wastes retained as a contingency.  

While developing the ROD, the DON has determined that, if there are changed site conditions that 
would cause the selected remedy of MNA or SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only to fail, then a full review of 
an alternative remedy or remedies would be conducted instead of using contingency measures specified 
in the Proposed Plan. Furthermore, publication of an ESD, or other appropriate CERCLA documents, to 
inform the public of a significant change in remedy would be required and, if there is a fundamental 
change to the selected remedy, the ROD would be amended. This ROD defines the performance 
measures for the selected remedies for groundwater and soil vapor that would identify if and when a 
change in the remedy is appropriate (see Section 4.4). 
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bgs below ground surface 

Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency  

CAOC CERCLA area of concern 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

COC contaminant of concern  

DON Department of the Navy 

FS feasibility study 

JEG Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 

LUC land use control 

MCL maximum contaminant level 

MCLB Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base  

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram 

O&M operation and maintenance  

OTIE Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises  

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 

RI remedial investigation 

ROD record of decision  

RSL regional screening level 

SES Sealaska Environmental Services 

SLERA Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment 

SVOC semivolatile organic compound 

U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency  

VOC volatile organic compound 

yd3 cubic yard 
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APPENDIX A - CAOC 10 
Appendix A provides site details for Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act [CERCLA] area of concern (CAOC) 10, a sodium valve and metallic waste burial area in 
southwest corner of Nebo Main Base (Figure A-1). Response actions under the Operable Unit (OU) 7 
Record of Decision (ROD) at CAOC 10 include hot-spot removal with land use controls (LUCs). Summary 
information for this site is provided in Section 4.2.1 of the ROD.  

A-1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10 was originally investigated in 1994 as part of OU 6; the location of CAOC 10 has changed from 
the original area of investigation. The original location of CAOC 10 was the southwest corner of Nebo 
Main Base, within the Firing Range. That location was based on verbal information from former Marine 
Corps Logistics Base (MCLB Barstow) Barstow personnel who reported the burial of 3,000 to 5,000 
sodium valves in this area in the late 1950s. Sodium valves were described as steel or bronze tubes that 
contained approximately 10 milliliters of sodium (Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. [JEG] 1995). Therefore, 
the total quantity of sodium disposed at the CAOC was estimated to be less than 20 gallons. The primary 
concern was not the sodium valves, but other materials including hazardous waste that may have been 
disposed of in conjunction with the valves, although such disposal activity had not been reported 
(JEG 1995). Subsequent investigation of this area included a review of historical aerial photographs, an 
aerial infrared thermographic survey, geophysical surveys, and soil gas sampling. These investigations 
failed to find any evidence of a burial area and CAOC 10 was recommended for elimination from further 
investigation.  

Later, in 2000, during construction of a cap for the CAOC 35 landfill, sodium-filled valves were allegedly 
discovered while excavating soil from a borrow area at the current location of CAOC 10. Other solid 
wastes discovered during the excavation included metal debris and an unidentified canister. The area, 
shown on Figure A-1, was designated CAOC 10 and incorporated into OU 7 (Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 
[BEI] 2003).  

A 2002 geophysical survey of CAOC 10 identified eight geophysical anomalies that were considered by 
the Department of the Navy (DON) to warrant further investigation (as part of the OU 7 remedial 
investigation [RI]). CAOC 10 consists of buried metallic and other wastes under a graded soil cover 
within the approximately 5-acre area shown on Figure A-1.  

CAOC 10 will remain a restricted area for the foreseeable future. However, the area is not fenced so it is 
possible that individuals could trespass onto the site. The MCLB Barstow base residential area is located 
approximately 250-300 feet to the northwest of this CAOC. The current and future receptors are the 
adult onsite worker and the child and adult trespasser. 
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A-2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
A summary of previous investigations is provided in Table A-1. 

Table A-1 Previous Investigations at CAOC 10 

Previous Investigation Reference Investigation Activities 
Technical Memorandum 
0018 

JEG 1994 A scoping and reconnaissance survey for the site formerly identified 
as CAOC 10 (Site 10.94) was performed. The survey included an aerial 
photograph review, aerial infrared thermographic survey, soil gas 
survey, and geophysical survey. The survey yielded no useful 
information on the size, location, or dimensions of the site.   

RI/Feasibility Stud (FS) for 
OUs 1 and 2 

JEG 1995 During the RI/FS, two monitoring wells were installed near the current 
location of CAOC 10. One well was installed immediately 
downgradient of the original suspected CAOC 10 location and 
upgradient of the current CAOC 10 location. The wells were sampled 
from 1992 through 1995. More recent sampling has not been 
performed.  Detected concentrations of volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), semivolatile organic compound (SVOCs), and metals did not 
exceed their respective United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) or State of California Maximum Contaminant Levels 
(MCLs). 

Draft Final WP for RI/FS BEI 2003 In 2000, during borrow soil excavation, sodium valves were 
discovered approximately 800 feet northeast of the area originally 
investigated as CAOC 10 (Site 10.94). The current location of CAOC 10 
was investigated in the RI below. 
An EM-31 geophysical survey was conducted to identify possible areas 
of buried debris at the new CAOC 10 location. The geophysical survey 
identified eight anomalies, six through evaluation of EM-31 in-phase 
data and the other two through evaluation of EM-31 quadrature data. 
The geophysical investigation did not identify the location of the 
sodium valves. 

RI/FS for OU 7 BEI 2005 Twenty-two randomly located soil borings were drilled throughout 
the CAOC and 12 trenches were excavated at the locations of 
anomalies identified during the geophysical investigation conducted 
before RI fieldwork. Soil samples were collected from borings and 
trenches. The material found consisted of metal matting, metal wire, 
braided cable, wood, metal banding, automotive-related materials 
(metal tubing, reinforced rubber hoses, a car jack part), other similar 
metal debris. Soil sample results indicate VOCs, SVOCs, herbicides, 
dioxins and dibenzofurans, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), and 
pesticides at concentrations below the regional screening level (RSLs). 
The soil samples contained five metals above background levels or 
residential RSLs. The soil sampling was deemed sufficient to define 
the vertical and lateral extent of metal exceedances. 
In addition, soil gas samples were collected from 5 and 12 feet below 
ground surface (bgs) at each of the 22 soil boring locations. The only 
VOCs detected in soil gas samples collected from CAOC 10 were 
toluene and xylenes. The highest concentration of toluene was 
1.6 μg/L in the 5-feet-bgs sample from boring 10-RI-14. The highest 
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Previous Investigation Reference Investigation Activities 
concentration of xylenes was 0.98 μg/L in the 5-feet bgs sample from 
boring 10-RI-11. 

Revised Final Supplemental 
RI and SLERA 

Oneida Total 
Integrated 
Enterprises 
(OTIE) 2010 

A supplemental RI and Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment 
(SLERA) were conducted at CAOC 10. Thirteen soil samples were 
collected during the supplemental RI to define the lead distribution in 
soil in the area of sampling location 10-Trench-B1. Six samples 
contained lead above the background level. These samples were 
collected from RI trenches within geophysical anomalies previously 
identified on the western side of CAOC 10. Of the six samples with 
lead concentrations above the background level, two contained lead 
above of the cleanup level of 320 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), 
with concentrations of 1,070 mg/kg to 1,100 mg/kg. Based on the 
supplemental RI sample results, the area of soil and debris containing 
lead above the cleanup level of 320 mg/kg is estimated to cover 15 by 
10 feet and be approximately 5 feet deep (containing an estimated 
750 cubic feet or 30 cubic yard [yd3]). 
A SLERA for CAOC 10 was performed as part of the supplemental RI.  
Based on the SLERA results (Steps 1 and 2), 13 chemicals detected in 
soil at CAOC 10 have been identified as COPECs for at least one 
receptor group (plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate receptors). 
Therefore, further evaluation under a Step 3A Baseline Ecological Risk 
Assessment (BERA) was recommended for CAOC 10. 

Final BERA Report ATJV 2012 The BERA concluded that, based on the soil and biota COPEC 
concentrations and available toxicity data, ecological risk is unlikely 
based on the normal food-chain ingestion models. Therefore, no 
further action for ecological receptors is needed for contaminant of 
concern (COCs) in soil. 

A-3. GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY 
The subsurface beneath CAOC 10 is characterized by heterogeneous alluvium deposits consisting of 
varying amounts of silt, clay, and sand, with gravel and cobbles. Historical aerial photographs reviewed 
during previous investigations indicate that the CAOC 10 area has been graded several times over the 
past 50 years. Based on trenching conducted at CAOC 10, native sediments are apparently overlain by 1 
to 7 feet of fill. The fill material varies in type and likely consists of reworked soil from CAOC 10 and the 
surrounding area and contains metallic wastes. Generally, the fill is reddish-brown to yellowish-brown 
silt, with varying amounts of sand, gravel, and cobbles. Native materials beneath the fill at CAOC 10 
consist of poorly-graded to well-graded sands interspersed with silty sands (containing varying amounts 
of gravel and cobbles). Lenses of silts and clays also are present to a lesser degree (BEI 2005).  

Groundwater was not encountered during field activities at CAOC 10. The regional aquifer underlies 
CAOC 10 at a minimum depth of approximately 190 feet bgs. Based on long-term monitoring data, 
groundwater in the CAOC 10 area is inferred to flow to the north/northeast (OTIE 2011). 

A-4. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
CAOC 10 encompasses approximately 5 acres as shown on Figure A-1. The 2002 pre-RI geophysical 
survey and RI soil sampling and trenching defined the lateral and vertical extent of buried debris and 
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associated contamination. The RI soil sampling results indicated the presence in soils of volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), herbicides, dioxins and dibenzofurans, 
PCBs, and pesticides; however, all detected concentrations were below the RSLs. The vertical extent of 
soil contamination appears limited to approximately 13 feet bgs and is under a soil cover with erosion 
controls in place. Five metals detected in the soil samples above background levels or residential RSLs 
included arsenic, iron, selenium, sodium, zinc, and lead. Of these metals, only one surface soil sample 
collected during the RI indicated lead contamination that required further delineation (BEI 2005). The 
Supplemental RI (OTIE 2010) defined the vertical and lateral extent of soils contaminated with lead at 
greater than the cleanup level of 320 mg/kg. The delineated area is approximately 15 feet by 10 feet and 
5 feet deep, and is identified in the ROD as a soil lead “hot spot” (Figure A-1). The estimated volume of 
soil in the “hot spot” is approximately 30 cubic yards (yd3).  

The only VOCs detected in soil gas samples collected from CAOC 10 were toluene and xylenes. The 
highest concentration of toluene and xylenes were 1.6 μg/L (boring 10-RI-14) and 0.98 μg/L (boring 10 
RI-11), respectively, in the 5 feet bgs samples. 

No groundwater samples were collected during the RI or Supplemental RI. Groundwater samples were 
previously collected (1992 through 1995) from two monitoring wells located near the current location of 
CAOC as part of the OUs 1 and 2 RI (JEG 1995b). Detected concentrations of VOCs, SVOCs, and metals 
did not exceed their respective U.S. EPA or State of California MCLs. 

Available downgradient groundwater data do not indicate CAOC 10 is a source for groundwater 
contamination. 

A-5. FATE AND TRANSPORT 
The potential migration pathways relevant to the lead-affected “hot spot” at CAOC 10 include surface 
water transport and fugitive-dust airborne transport. Due to the low net-infiltration rates and 
concentrations of chemicals, downward transport by leaching through the soil profile is not considered a 
viable transport mechanism at CAOC 10. Supporting data collected at the CAOC indicate contaminants 
are restricted to the surface and shallow soils. The DON maintains graded terraces which prevent 
surface flows from eroding the CAOC surface. Based on these site conditions, minimal surface water 
transport of lead contaminated soil is expected for CAOC 10. 

A-6. SUMMARY OF RISKS  
A conceptual site model for CAOC 10 is presented as Figure A-2. Soil sampling results indicated five 
metals (arsenic, iron, selenium, sodium, zinc, and lead) were detected at concentrations above 
background levels or U.S. EPA RSLs. Soil sampling results also identified low levels of VOCs, SVOCs, 
herbicides, dioxins and dibenzofurans, PCBs, and pesticides that were below RSLs. Results of the human 
health and ecological risk assessment indicated that contaminants detected in soil and soil gas at CAOC 
10 do not pose significant risk, with the exception of lead in surface soil in a relatively small surface hot-
spot area. 

A baseline HHRA was conducted for CAOC 10.The baseline HHRA concluded that cancer risks are within 
or below U.S. EPA’s target risk management range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4. Cancer risks (residential) were 
1.2 × 10-5 and 7.4 × 10-5 using U.S. EPA and California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) 
criteria, respectively. The noncancer hazard index for a hypothetical resident child exposed to 
contaminants in shallow soil and soil gas at CAOC 10 is 0.23, which is below U.S. EPA’s acceptable 
criterion of 1.0. 
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A screening-level update of the existing baseline HHRA for CAOC 10 was performed for the full site and 
the soil lead “hot spot” delineated in the western portion of the CAOC. The western part of the CAOC 
(including the hot spot) was evaluated for potential risks to maintenance workers, adult and older child 
trespassers, and hypothetical residents using exposure scenarios consistent with the current and future 
planned use of the site. Based on these scenarios, adverse effects related to chronic exposure to lead in 
soil are not anticipated. However, screening for lead using the Cal/EPA LeadSpread modeling software 
indicated a potential for adverse effects in the hot-spot area. The surface soil lead exposure point 
concentrations in this area are above the industrial criterion (and cleanup level) of 320 mg/kg 
(NOREAS and Sealaska Environmental Services [SES] 2013). 

A screening level ecological risk assessment (SLERA) for CAOC 10 was performed as part of the 
supplemental RI. Based on SLERA results, 13 chemicals detected in soil at CAOC 10 are COPECs for at 
least one receptor group (plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate receptors). Therefore, further evaluation 
under a Step 3A BERA was recommended for CAOC 10 (OTIE 2010). The BERA concluded that, based on 
the soil and biota COPEC concentrations and available toxicity data, ecological risk is unlikely for 
terrestrial ecological receptors based on normal food-chain ingestion models. Therefore, no further 
action for ecological receptors is needed for COCs in soil (ATJV 2012). 

A-7. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES  
Alternatives developed to address shallow soil impacted with metals (primarily lead) include no action, 
institutional controls, and removal of 30 yd3 of lead-contaminated soil with LUCs. Remedial alternatives 
were developed in the in the OU 7 FS (NOREAS and SES 2013); alternative details and cost estimates 
from the FS are provided in Table A-2. 

Table A-2 Remedial Alternatives Evaluated in the FS 

 Alternative Description Cost  

1 No Action No additional effort or resources 
expended 

Capital Cost 
Annual operation and 
maintenance (O&M) 
Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 30 years 

$0 
$0 
$0 

2 Institutional 
Controls 

Prevent access to site using physical 
barriers to restrict access to hot spot 
area. 
Dust and erosion control to prevent 
contaminant transport 
Implement O&M Plan to prevent 
disturbance of soil in lead hot spot  
Implement LUCs 
Project duration 30 years 

Capital Cost 
Biennial O&M Cost 
5-year Review Cost 
Site Closeout Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 30 years 

$316,000 
$43,000 
$63,000 
$79,000 
$1,883,000 
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 Alternative Description Cost  

3 Hot Spot 
Removal with 
LUCs 

Excavate lead hot-spot soil (~30 yd3); 
metal separation and recycling, off-site 
disposal 
Grade and restore surface to match 
surrounding conditions 
Implement LUCs  
Project duration 1 year for the removal 
action. LUCs will remain in place until 
concentrations are below levels that 
allow for unrestricted use and 
unlimited exposure. 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 1 year (see 
description) 

$175,000 
$0 
$198,000 

A-8. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES  
The preferred alternative for addressing conditions at CAOC 10 is Alternative 3 - Hot-Spot Removal with 
LUCs. Based on current information, this alternative appears to provide the best balance of effectiveness 
and cost with respect to the nine U.S. EPA evaluation criteria. The remainder of this section discusses 
the performance of the preferred alternatives against the nine U.S. EPA evaluation criteria and notes 
how they compare to the other alternatives considered for soil at CAOC 10 (Table A-3, next page). 
Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative based on the comparative analysis. 

Table A-3 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives 

CERCLA Criteria 

Soil Alternatives 

Alternative 1, No 
Action 

Alternative 2, 
Institutional Controls 

Alternative 3,  
Hot-Spot Removal 

with LUCs 

Threshold Criteria 

Overall Protection of Human 
Health and the Environment 1 3 5 

Compliance with  Applicable or 
Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements (ARARs) 

1 5 5 

Balancing Criteria 

Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence 1 3 5 

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or 
Volume through Treatment 1 1 3 

Short-Term Effectiveness 2 3 5 

Implementability 5 5 4 

Present-Worth Cost 5 1 3 

Modifying Criteria 
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CERCLA Criteria 

Soil Alternatives 

Alternative 1, No 
Action 

Alternative 2, 
Institutional Controls 

Alternative 3,  
Hot-Spot Removal 

with LUCs 

State Acceptance 1 1 5 

Community Acceptance NR NR NC 

Notes:  
a Not applicable; the requirement to meet ARARs applies only when a response action is taken; scored low 
(not favorable)  
NR – not rated 
NC – no public comments received on the Proposed Plan or during public meeting  
Scoring  
5 = High (highly favorable)  
4 = Moderate to high  
3 = Moderate  
2 = Low to moderate  
1 = Low (not favorable) 

The following paragraphs present the outcomes of the evaluation performed for each alternative 
against the nine U.S. EPA criteria. 

Threshold Criteria (relate to the statutory requirements that each alternative must satisfy in order to be 
eligible for selection):   

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative 3 is the most protective alternative because contaminant removal is expected to bring 
contaminant concentrations within levels considered protective of human health and the 
environment. Alternative 2 is moderately protective because it reduces exposure to contaminants 
on site and Alternative 1 is not protective of human health and the environment because no 
treatment would be conducted and contamination would remain in place. 

Compliance with ARARs 

ARARs are not applicable to CAOC 10 Soil Alternative 1 because no response action would be taken. 
Soil Alternatives 2 and 3 both are expected to comply with ARARs and both are rated high for this 
criterion. 

Primary Balancing Criteria (the technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based): 
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative 3 has high long-term effectiveness because contaminants would be removed. 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would leave waste in place; Alternative 1 has low effectiveness and Alternative 
2 has moderate effectiveness because it would limit the potential for exposure to contaminants.  

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment 

Alternative 3 involves removal of contaminants through excavation and off-site disposal. Neither 
Alternative 1 nor 2 involves active treatment.  

Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative 1 is rated low to moderate because it does not result in risks to remediation construction 
personnel. Alternative 2 is rated moderate because although people would be protected, plants and 
animals would likely not be. Alternative 3 is rated high because protection of human health and the 
environmental would be accomplished rapidly. Short term risks associated with remedial activities in 
Alternatives 2 and 3 either are insignificant or could be controlled. 

Implementability 

Alternatives 1 and 2 do not involve field activities and are ranked high for implementability. 
Alternative 3 is less implementable because field activities have a higher degree of difficulty. 

Cost 

No cost is associated with Alternative 1. The cost associated with Alternative 2 is $722,000. 
Alternative 3 is relatively inexpensive with an estimated cost of approximately $198,0000; it less 
costly than Alternative 2 and rated high for cost. 

Modifying Criteria (including state acceptance and community acceptance): 

State Acceptance 

The State of California concurs with the DON’s selected remedy, Alternative 3, based on review and 
concurrence with the FS Report. 

Community Acceptance 

The proposed plan was released to the public on December 23, 2013, and was presented to the 
community at a public meeting held on January 15, 2014 (DON 2014). Based on the favorable 
response from the community on the DON’s preferred alternative, the community accepts and 
supports Alternative 3 as the selected remedy. No comments were received during the public 
comment period. 

A-9. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 
In accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), the 
DON makes the following statutory determinations for the selected remedy. 
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A-9.1. PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT 
The selected remedy is necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor exposure to COCs. The 
selected remedy will prevent exposure by removing the contaminated soil and metal debris from the 
site and restricting use of the site to industrial uses. There are no short-term threats associated with the 
selected remedy that cannot be controlled. In addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are expected 
from the remedy. 

A-9.2. COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS 
NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the remedy will not meet, the waiver 
invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, 
location-, and action-specific ARARs. A complete discussion of ARARs that apply to OU 7 is in 
Attachment 1. 

A-9.3. COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance with the NCP and 
U.S. EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of alternative as compared to cost) was 
considered in the selection of the preferred remedy.  

A-9.4. UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 
OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE 

The selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence by removing contaminated soils 
from the site and disposing contaminated soils at an off-site facility and recycling metal scrap. The 
selected remedy is a permanent solution for the site. 

A-9.5. PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT 
The selected remedy for soil at CAOC 10 would not result in reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
contaminants through the use of treatment options. Treatment was not chosen as the principal element 
of the remedial action for soil at this site because removal of lead-contaminated soil in hot spots will 
protect human health and the environment, achieve RAOs, comply with ARARs, is easy to implement, 
and has a relatively low cost. 

A-9.6. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REQUIREMENTS 
Five-year reviews will be completed every five years at the site because contaminants will remain on-
site at levels above those allowed for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. 

A-10. SELECTED REMEDY DESCRIPTION 
The selected remedy is Alternative 3, Hot-Spot Removal with LUCs. The selected remedy is the most 
favorable among the three alternatives evaluated in the FS based on the highest overall rating for the 
U.S. EPA evaluation criteria including the ability to meet cleanup goals in a short time-frame. This 
alternative has good overall protection of human health and the environment, long term effectiveness, 
short term effectiveness, compliance with ARARs, and implementability. The estimated cost is relatively 
low. Based on the favorable response from the community on the DON’s preferred alternative, the 
community accepts and supports the selected remedy. 

The selected remedy involves  excavation of 30 yd3 of soil from the soil lead hot spot area, with 
separation of metals (including Marston matting), off-site recycling and disposal, disposal of soil at a 
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permitted treatment and disposal facility, and backfilling with imported clean backfill, followed by LUCs 
implemented under the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The excavation will extend to a depth 
of 5 feet bgs. Samples will be collected from each sidewall and the floor of the excavation to verify that 
excavation is complete; any areas of remaining significant lead impact will be excavated and verification 
sampling repeated. The excavation will be backfilled with clean imported fill and compacted. The surface 
will be graded and restored to match surrounding conditions. 

A-11. LAND USE CONTROLS 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan. The low levels of metals, VOCs, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (PAHs), and lead 
that will remain on site will also be documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master 
Plan will indicate that any actions planned in this area or proposed changes in site use shall be 
coordinated through and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the GIS Base database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning. The approximate LUC boundary, based on the RI report site boundary 
survey (BEI 2005), is shown on Figure A-1. 

Engineering Controls include signage and drainage and erosion control measures. Signage indicating the 
presence of contaminants and instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site 
boundaries. Drainage and erosion control maintenance will be conducted periodically to prevent 
exposure to buried contaminants. The DON will inspect the site annually to ensure engineering controls 
are in place and being effective.   

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 
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ABBREVIATION AND ACRONYMS 
μg/kg micrograms per kilogram 
ARAR applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
BEI Bechtel Environmental, Inc.  
BERA  baseline ecological risk assessment 
bgs below ground surface 
BNI Bechtel National, Inc. 
Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency  
CAOC CERCLA area of concern 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
COC contaminant of concern  
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 
ERFA  extended RFA 
FDSR field data summary report 
FS feasibility study 
HI hazard index  
JEG Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
LUC land use control 
MCLB Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base  
mg/kg milligrams per kilogram 
O&M operation and maintenance  
OTIE Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises  
OU operable unit 
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PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 
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APPENDIX B CAOC N-2 AREA 1 
Appendix B provides site details for Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act [CERCLA] area of concern (CAOC) N-2 Area 1, a former equipment storage area with waste 
oil spraying for dust suppression and a former skeet and trap range in the south-central portion of Nebo 
Main Base (Figure B-1). Response actions under the Operable Unit (OU) 7 Record of Decision (ROD) at 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 include surface vacuuming of lead shot and clay target material, removal of 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) soil “hot spots”, and land use controls (LUCs). Summary information for 
this site is provided in Section 4.2.2 of the ROD. 

B-1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 is located in a relatively isolated area in the south-central portion of the Nebo Main 
Base (Figure B-1). CAOC N-2 Area 1 was originally defined as a 400-foot-by-400-foot area where 
equipment was stored from the early 1950’s until 1966. Waste oil containing PCBs was spread for dust 
suppression in the area. From 1982 to 1999, the Marine Corps operated a skeet and trap range for Base 
personnel in the area overlapping the former equipment storage area. The CAOC N-2 Area 1 boundaries 
were expanded to incorporate the skeet and trap range in 2008. Concrete walkways that were part of 
the shooting range remain in place. Clay target fragments and lead shot are present on the ground 
surface at the site. A closed and capped landfill (CAOC 7 Stratum 2 under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD) overlies 
a portion of the shooting range. A dry wash also cuts through the site; the dry wash is part of CAOC 14, 
which was closed with LUCs only under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD (DON 1998). With the exception of the 
concrete walkways and landfill cap, the site is unpaved, vegetated open space. 

B-2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
A summary of previous investigations, along with major findings is presented in Table B-1. No remedial 
actions have been completed at CAOC N-2 Area 1. 

Table B-1 Summary of Previous Investigations 

Previous Investigations Reference Investigation Activities 
Remedial Investigation 

(RI)/Feasibility Study (FS) 
for OUs 5 and 6 

Jacobs 
Engineering 
Group Inc. 
(JEG) 1996 

During the RI/FS, two borings were drilled near CAOC N-2 Area 1. 
Two samples were collected from each boring from 20.5 (NB07-13) 
and 29.5 (NB07-12) feet below ground surface (bgs) and analyzed 
for lead, PCBs, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH). PCBs 
and PAHs were not detected above laboratory reporting level 
(RLs). Lead was detected in the sample from 20.5 feet bgs from 
NB07-13 at 5.5 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). PAHs and PCBs 
were not detected above laboratory RLs. 

Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) 

Facility Assessment 
(RFA) 

Bechtel 
National, Inc. 

(BNI) 1998 

During the RFA, one surface soil sample was collected and 
analyzed for lead, PCBs, and PAHs. Lead was detected at 
30.5 mg/kg. Aroclor-1254 was detected at 65.26 µg/kg. PAHs were 
not detected. 

Extended RFA (ERFA) SOTA 
Environmental 

Technology, 
Inc.  

(SOTA) 2002 

During the ERFA, soil samples were collected from five soil borings 
from 0.5 to 1 and 4.5 to 5 feet bgs and analyzed for semivolatile 
organic compound (SVOCs) and PCBs. SVOCs were detected only in 
the 0.5-foot-bgs sample from one boring (N-2S02). PCBs were not 
detected in any soil samples. 
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Previous Investigations Reference Investigation Activities 
Revised Final 

Supplemental RI and 
Screening Level 
Ecological Risk 

Assessment (SLERA) 

Oneida Total 
Integrated 
Enterprises 
(OTIE) 2010 

The supplemental RI was performed at CAOC N-2 Area 1 to further 
characterize the nature and extent of contamination and address 
data gaps. The extent, distribution, and mass of lead shot and clay 
target fragments present on the surface within the CAOC was 
characterized using multi-increment sampling. Additionally, the 
vertical extent of these materials was assessed through systematic 
sample processing in the field. The characterization of the 
horizontal and vertical extent of PAHs in soil was completed 
through multi-increment and discrete sampling. Characterization 
of SVOCs, PCBs, and metals related to former equipment storage 
and waste oil spreading was completed in the extended CAOC 
area. In addition, migration of clay target and lead shot by 
overland flow was assessed through collection of five samples 
along the primary surface water flow path exiting the shot fall 
zone. The supplemental RI found minimal off-site transport of 
source materials and soil contaminants. 
During the supplemental RI, seven soil borings were drilled to 3 
feet bgs. Samples were collected from 0 to 0.2, 1 to 2, and 2 to 3 
feet bgs and analyzed for lead, PCBs, and PAHs. Lead was detected 
in shallow samples at concentrations above Nebo Main Base 95th 
percentile background level of 17.82 mg/kg. PCBs and PAHs were 
detected above their applicable industrial regional screening level 
(RSLs) of 1,000 and 290 mg/kg, respectively. The vertical extent of 
contamination appeared limited to 3 feet bgs. The lateral extent of 
PCBs and PAHs was not defined. 
Based on the SLERA concentrations of chemical of potential 
ecological concern (COPECs) in soil and biota and available toxicity 
data, risk estimates for CAOC N-2 Area 1 indicate that ecological 
risk is unlikely for terrestrial ecological receptors based on normal 
food-chain ingestion models. Therefore, no further action for 
ecological receptors is recommended related to Contaminants of 
concern (COCs) in soil. However, both the lead shot and clay target 
fragments represent a potential risk to terrestrial receptors due to 
weathering and subsequent increase in soil concentrations of lead 
and PAHs. Estimates of lead shot density at CAOC N-2 Area 1 
indicate a potential risk to granivorous birds that ingest grit and 
that may contain lead shot pellets or fragments of pellets. The 
SLERA indicated that no COPECs at CAOC N-2 Area 1 pose potential 
risk to plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate receptors based on the 
conservative SLERA assumptions. CAOC N-2 Area 1 was 
recommended for further evaluation in a Tier 2 Baseline Ecological 
Risk Assessment (BERA) Step 3A risk refinement. 

Final BERA Report ATJV 2012 Based on the BERA and invertebrate and soil data collected from 
CAOC N-2 Area 1, the DON concluded that ecological risk is unlikely 
based on normal food-chain ingestion models. However, this CAOC 
poses potential risk to granivorous birds that ingest grit and that 
may ingest lead shot pellets or fragments of pellets. 
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Previous Investigations Reference Investigation Activities 
Field Data Summary 

Report (FDSR) 
Sealaska 

Environmental 
Services  

(SES) 2012 

Surface and subsurface soil sampling at CAOC N-2 Area 1 was 
conducted in two stages by SES. Initial sampling was conducted at 
12 locations, designated 1A-ARI-01 through 1A-ARI-12.  Additional 
sampling was conducted at six step-out locations, 1A-ARI-13 
through 1A-ARI-18. Soil samples were collected from 0.25 to 0.5 
and 1 to 2 feet bgs and analyzed for PCBs and PAHs. It was 
concluded that the lateral and vertical extent of PCBs and PAHs in 
soil was adequately defined. 

Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 

(DTSC) Comments on 
the Draft FDSR 

DTSC 2012 DTSC commented that the FDSR presenting the results of the SES 
sampling did not present PCB data east of boring 1A-ARI-14, east, 
and southeast of boring 1A-ARI-15. These borings yielded near-
surface soil samples that contained Aroclor-1254 above industrial 
RSLs. Therefore, DTSC concluded that a data gap existed. The DTSC 
recommended additional sampling to define the lateral extent of 
PCBs. 

B-3. SITE GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY 
Predominant soil units at OU 7 (up to 60 inches) range from sand and loamy sand to cobbly and gravelly 
sandy loam. These soil units develop on alluvial fans and generally are well drained, with slopes from 
0 to 50 percent (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] 1986). Stream channel and alluvial fan deposits 
consisting of unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt, and clay were encountered in shallow hand-auger borings 
drilled during prior investigations (OTIE 2010, SES 2012). 

Site-specific hydrogeology information is not available. However, groundwater was encountered at a 
depth of 208 feet bgs in groundwater monitoring well NSP-3 located within 300 feet of CAOC N-2 Area 1. 
Based on available data, groundwater flows in an easterly direction at a gradient of 0.0104 ft/ft 
(OTIE 2012). 

B-4. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Soil is the only contaminated medium at CAOC N-2 Area 1. Lead, PCBs (specifically Aroclor-1016 and 
Aroclor-1254), and PAHs are the soil COPCs. The source of the lead is shot from the former skeet and 
trap range. The source of PCBs is the historical spreading of waste oil in the area for dust control. The 
primary source of PAHs in soil is clay target debris (OTIE 2010). The areal extent of COPCs in soil is 
presented in Table B-2. 

Table B-2 Extent of COPCs at CAOC N-2 Area 1 

COPC Lateral Extent Vertical Extent (ft bgs) 
Lead 17 acres (OTIE 2010) 0.5 

PCBs 1.7 acres exceeding DTSC residential RSL and 0.2 acre 
exceeding industrial RSL (SES 2012) 0.5 

PAHs 5 acres (OTIE 2010) 3 

Lead related to the presence of lead shot from the former skeet and trap range was detected in surface 
soil (0 to 0.5-foot bgs). However, all lead concentrations were below the cleanup level of 320 mg/kg. 
PCBs and PAHs were detected above their industrial RSLs of 1,000 and 290 micrograms per kilogram 
(μg/kg), respectively. The vertical extent of PAH contamination is limited to 3 feet bgs; the lateral extent 
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is limited to the distribution of clay target debris associated with the former shooting range and covers 
approximately 5 acres. The lateral extent of PCBs in soil appears limited to the southwest corner of 
CAOC N-2 Area 1, in an area covering approximately 520 by 140 feet. The lateral extent of PCBs in 
samples at concentrations above RSLs covers approximately 1.7 acres for residential RSLs and 0.2 acre 
for industrial RSLs. The vertical extent of PCBs at concentrations above the RSLs is limited to 0.5-foot bgs 
(SES 2012). 

B-5. FATE AND TRANSPORT 
The physiochemical characteristics of the CAOC contaminants, including PAHs, PCBs, and lead, indicate 
that they generally do not readily migrate in the environment. Site characteristics, including infrequent 
precipitation, well-drained soils, and maintained erosion controls help mitigate the potential for off-site 
migration by surface water flows. Leaching to groundwater is not considered a completed pathway due 
to low infiltration rates and the tendency for the detected chemicals to adhere to soil particles. Due to 
the dusty relatively bare soils and windy conditions, contaminant transport via air borne particles is a 
concern for this CAOC. 

B-6. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
The conceptual site model for CAOC N-2 Area 1 is presented on Figure B-2. A baseline HHRA was 
conducted. The risks posed to human health from exposure to contaminated soil at CAOC N-2 Area 1 
were calculated for base personnel, residents, and adult and child trespassers. Cancer risk to the Marine 
Corps Logistics Base (MCLB Barstow) Barstow personnel from exposure to lead, PAHs, and PCBs in 
shallow soil via inhalation or ingestion are unacceptable with as many as one in 1,000 (1 × 10-3) persons 
having the potential to develop cancer, which is above the U.S. EPA’s target risk management range of 
1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4 (1 in a million to 1 in 10,000). 

Residential cancer risk estimates are 8.0 × 10-4 (8 in 10,000) and 1.3 × 10-3 (1.3 in 1,000) using U.S. EPA 
and California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) criteria, respectively. However, for a 
hypothetical residential land use, the presence of lead shot and clay target material on the soil surface 
poses unacceptable risk. The cancer risk for the maintenance/repair worker calculated in the baseline 
HHRA, primarily due to exposure to PAHs, was within or below the U.S. EPA’s target risk management 
range. However, the screening level HHRA suggested that risks are high in some areas of the CAOC for 
the trespasser and maintenance worker scenarios because of the influence of PAH contamination from 
the clay targets used at the skeet and trap range. 

Noncancerous risks do not exceed the threshold Hazard Index (HI) of 1 for the resident, industrial 
worker, and maintenance/repair worker. 

A SLERA and BERA were performed to evaluate potential ecological risks at CAOC N-2 Area 1. The SLERA 
indicated that lead, PCBs, and PAHs at CAOC N-2 Area 1 posed a potential risk to plant, invertebrate, and 
vertebrate receptors based on conservative assumptions (OTIE 2010). A Tier 2 BERA Step 3A risk 
refinement recommended CAOC N-2 Area 1 for further evaluation. The BERA used invertebrate and soil 
data collected from CAOC N-2 Area 1 and concluded that ecological risk is unlikely from normal food 
chain ingestion models. However, the CAOC poses a potential risk to grit-ingesting birds, which may 
ingest lead shot pellets or fragments of pellets (ATJV 2012). 
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B-7. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES  
The alternatives for treatment of soil include no action; institutional controls; and surface vacuuming of 
lead shot and clay target fragments and of the uppermost soils with PAHs and lead contamination with 
LUCs, if necessary.  The remedy also includes removal of PCB contaminated soil to a depth of 0.5 feet. 
Post remediation soil sampling will be conducted in both areas. Remedial alternatives were developed in 
the OU 7 Feasibility Study (FS) (NOREAS and SES 2013); alternative details and cost estimates from the 
FS are provided in Table B-3. 

Table B-3 Remedial Alternatives Evaluated in the FS 

 Alternative Description Cost Estimate  

1 No Action No additional effort or resources expended Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 30 years 

$0 
$0 
$0 

2 Institutional 
Controls 

Prevent access to site using physical barriers to 
restrict access to hot spot area. 
Dust and erosion control to prevent contaminant 
transport 
Implement operation and maintenance (O&M) Plan 
to prevent disturbance of soil containing COCs 
above cleanup levels 
Implement LUCs 
Project duration 30 years 

Capital Cost 
Biennial O&M Cost 
5-year Review Cost 
Site Closeout Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 30 years 

$316,000 
$43,000 
$63,000 
$79,000 

$1,883,000 

3 Surface 
Vacuuming 
and Hot 
Spot 
Removal 
with LUCs 

Remove lead shot, clay target material, and surficial 
lead- and PAH-contaminated soil by vacuuming; 
recycle lead, off-site disposal of other materials 
Excavate PCB hot-spot soils to 0.5-foot bgs (~176 
cubic yards [yd3]); off-site disposal 
Post-remediation soil sampling. 
Grade and restore surface to match surrounding 
conditions 
Implement LUCs (determine necessary LUCs based 
on post-remediation soil sampling results) 
Project duration: 8 months for the removal action, 
LUCs will remain in place until concentrations are 
below levels that allow for unrestricted use and 
unlimited exposure. 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 8 months 
(see description) 

$702,000 
$0 

$795,000 

Notes: 
The LUC and 5-year review costs for Alternative 3 are an insignificant portion of the total remedy cost and will be 
identified in the LUC RD/RA work plan. 

B-8. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES  
The preferred alternative for addressing conditions at CAOC N-2 Area 1 is Alternative 3, Surface 
Vacuuming and Soil Hot Spot Removal with LUCs. Based on current information, this alternative appears 
to provide the best balance of effectiveness and cost with respect to the nine U.S. EPA evaluation 
criteria used to evaluate alternatives (Table B-4). The remainder of this section discusses the 
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performance of the preferred alternatives against the nine U.S. EPA evaluation criteria and notes how 
they compare to the other alternatives considered for soil at CAOC N-2 Area 1 (Table B-4, below). 
Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative based on the comparative analysis. 

Table B-4 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives 

CERCLA Criteria 

Soil Alternatives 

Alternative 1, 
No Action 

Alternative 2, 
Institutional Controls 

Alternative 3, 
Surface Vacuuming 
& Hot Spot Removal 

with LUCs 
Threshold Criteria 
Overall Protection of Human Health 
and the Environment 1 1 5 

Compliance with Applicable or 
Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements (ARARs) 

1a 5 5 

Balancing Criteria 
Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence 1 2 5 

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or 
Volume through Treatment 1 1 3 

Short-Term Effectiveness 2 3 5 
Implementability 5 5 4 
Present-Worth Cost 5 1 3 
Modifying Criteria 
State Acceptance 1 1 5 
Community Acceptance NR NR NC 

Notes:  
a Not applicable; the requirement to meet ARARs applies only when a response action is taken; scored low 
(not favorable)  
NR – not rated 
NC – no public comments received on the Proposed Plan or during public meeting 
Scoring  
5 = High (highly favorable)  
4 = Moderate to high  
3 = Moderate  
2 = Low to moderate  
1 = Low (not favorable) 
 

The following paragraphs present the outcomes of the evaluation performed for each alternative 
against the nine U.S. EPA criteria. 

Threshold Criteria (relate to the statutory requirements that each alternative must satisfy in order to be 
eligible for selection):   
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Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The preferred alternative (Alternative 3) is the most protective because active treatment is expected 
to bring contaminant concentrations within levels considered protective of human health and the 
environment. Alternatives 1 and 2 are rated the low for this criterion because no treatment would 
be conducted and contaminants would remain in place.  

Compliance with ARARs 

Alternative 2 is rated low because access to COCs by most ecological receptors would not be 
restricted by the physical barriers. Alternative 3 is expected to comply with ARARs and is rated high. 
Alternative 1 does not comply with ARARs.  

Primary Balancing Criteria (the technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based): 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

The preferred alternative (Alternative 3) has high long-term effectiveness because it involves active 
treatment, resulting in permanent removal of contaminants to below risk-based concentrations. 
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not include active treatment. Alternative 2 is rated slightly higher for this 
criterion because it would provide some degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence as long 
as the institutional controls remain in place. However, potential ecological receptors (grit-ingesting 
birds) would not be protected by Alternative 2. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment 

Alternative 3 involves contaminant removal; however, the contaminants are not actually treated but 
are instead transferred to another controlled location (landfill or recycling facility). Accordingly, 
Alternative 3 is more favorable than the other two alternatives for this criterion. Alternatives 1 and 
2 do not involve active treatment and site contaminants would be left in place. Therefore, these 
alternatives would not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume.  

Short-Term Effectiveness 

The preferred alternative (Alternative 3) has the highest short-term effectiveness, because 
contamination would be removed rapidly. Alternative 1 has low to moderate short-term 
effectiveness because it does not result in risks to remediation construction personnel since no 
action would be taken. Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1. However, it was rated moderate, 
slightly higher than Alternative 1 because this criterion is evaluated with respect to human 
receptors.  

Implementability 

The preferred alternative (Alternative 3) is less favorable for this criterion because field activities 
that would be conducted have a higher degree of difficulty. Alternatives 1 and 2, which include 
construction of physical barriers (i.e. fences), are relatively easy to implement and are therefore 
rated high for this criterion. 
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Cost 

The preferred alternative (Alternative 3) is rated moderate for cost, with an estimated cost of 
$795,000. No cost is associated with Alternative 1, which therefore is rated high for cost. Alternative 
2 has the highest cost ($1,883,000) due to ongoing O&M and therefore, is rated lowest for this 
criterion.  

Modifying Criteria (including state acceptance and community acceptance): 

State Acceptance 

The State of California concurs with the DON’s selected remedy, Alternative 3, based on review and 
concurrence with the FS Report. 

Community Acceptance 

The proposed plan was released to the public on December 23, 2013, and was presented to the 
community at a public meeting held on January 15, 2014 (DON 2014). Based on the favorable 
response from the community on the DON’s preferred alternative, the community accepts and 
supports Alternative 3 as the selected remedy. No comments were received during the public 
comment period. 

B-9. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS  
In accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), the 
DON makes the following statutory determinations for the selected remedy. 

B-9.1. PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT 
The selected remedy is necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor exposure to COCs. The 
selected remedy will prevent exposure by removing the contaminated soil, lead shot, and clay targets 
from the site and restricting use of the site to industrial uses. There are no short-term threats associated 
with the selected remedy that cannot be controlled. In addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are 
expected from the remedy. 

B-9.2. COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS 
NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the remedy will not meet, the waiver 
invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, 
location-, and action-specific ARARs. A complete discussion of ARARs that apply to OU 7 is in 
Attachment 1. 

B-9.3. COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance with the NCP and 
U.S. EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of alternative as compared to cost) was 
considered in the selection of the preferred remedy.  
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B-9.4. UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 
OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE 

The selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence by removing contaminated 
soils, lead shot, and clay targets from the site and disposing contaminated soils and clay targets at an 
off-site facility and recycling lead shot. This is a permanent solution for the site. 

B-9.5. PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT 
The selected remedy consists of physical removal of the principal threat waste (lead shot), clay target 
fragments (source of PAHs to soil), and contaminated soils with PAHs, lead, and/or PCBs above 
acceptable risk management levels. Although treatment was not chosen as the principal element of the 
remedial action for soil at this site, the selected remedy will protect human health and the environment, 
achieve RAOs, comply with ARARs, and is easy to implement. 

B-9.6. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REQUIREMENTS 
If contaminants remain on site at levels above those allowed for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure following remedial action, five-year reviews will be completed every five years. Otherwise, no 
five-year review would be required. 

B-10. SELECTED REMEDY DESCRIPTION 
The selected remedy is Alternative 3, Surface Vacuuming and Hot-Spot Removal with LUCs. The selected 
remedy is the most favorable among the three alternatives evaluated in the FS. Based on the U.S. EPA 
evaluation criteria, the rationale for selecting Alternative 3, Surface Vacuuming and Hot-Spot Removal, 
include the ability to meet cleanup goals in a short timeframe, high overall protection of human health 
and the environment, high long-term effectiveness, high short-term effectiveness, compliance with 
ARARs, good implementability, and moderate cost. The State accepted this remedy based on review and 
concurrence with the FS Report. Based on the favorable response from the community on the DON’s 
preferred alternative, the community accepts and supports the selected remedy. 

Surface vacuuming and hot spot removal, Alternative 3, is the selected remedy for CAOC N-2 Area 1. 
Lead shot, clay target fragments, and surface soils with PAHs and lead contamination will be vacuumed 
off the ground surface, leaving the underlying surface significantly intact. The PAH-containing target 
fragments will be separated from other materials using density separation methods and lead shot will 
be separated using rare-earth magnets. Lead shot will be recycled. All remaining recovered materials 
will be disposed off-site. Post remediation sampling will be conducted throughout the area of suspected 
lead and PAHs surface soil impact. Soil vacuuming can be performed with strict dust control and is 
permitted by the Air Pollution Control District.  

Soil “hot spots” within CAOC N-2 Area 1 containing PCBs above the cleanup level will be excavated to a 
depth of 0.5-foot bgs using a bucket loader, and excavated soil would be loaded directly into end dump 
trucks for transport and disposal. A total of 176 yd3 (100 tons) of soil is expected to be excavated. Prior 
to backfilling, confirmation samples would be collected to confirm the excavation of soils with 
contamination above the action level is complete. The excavation would be backfilled with clean 
imported fill and the surface would be graded and restored to match surrounding conditions. No 
material would be excavated from or beneath the CAOC 7 landfill cap.  
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B-11. LAND USE CONTROLS  
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of PCBs, PAHs, arsenic, and lead that will 
remain on site will also be documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will 
indicate that any actions planned in these areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and 
reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. The DON will determine, with FFA concurrence, 
what LUCs are necessary at CAOC N-2 Area 1 based on the post remediation soil confirmation analytical 
results.  The FFA parties must also review and concur before there are any changes to land use at the 
site where LUCs are in place. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the GIS Base database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available to review and planning. Engineering Controls include signage indicating the presence of 
contaminants and instructions to contact the DON prior to a change in land use will be placed at site 
boundaries.  Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.0 of this ROD.  
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APPENDIX C CAOC 10.38 / 10.39, UNITS 1-7 
Appendix E provides site details for Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act [CERCLA] area of concern (CAOC) 10.38/10.39 Units 1 through 7, domestic wastewater 
collection (DWC) and industrial wastewater collection (IWC) line in in the central portion of Nebo Main 
Base (Figure C 1). Response actions under the Operable Unit (OU) 7 Record of Decision (ROD) at 
10.38/10.39 include monitored natural attenuation (MNA) of trichloroethene (TCE) and 
tetrachloroethene (PCE), and land use controls (LUCs) for groundwater associated with Unit 7 and LUCs 
for soil associated with Unit 7, discussed in this appendix; and LUCs for soil associated with Units 1 
through 6, discussed in Appendix F. Summary information for groundwater at this site is provided in 
Section 4.3.1 of the ROD. Summary information for soil at this site is provided in Section 5.2 of the ROD. 

C-1. CAOC 10.38 / 10.39, UNITS 1-7 SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 consists of the DWC and IWC lines, respectively, at the Nebo Main Base. Because the 
same concerns are associated with the DWC and IWC lines, CAOCs 10.38 and 10.39 were addressed 
together during the remedial investigation (RI). Historical activities, including conveyance of wastewater, 
suggested that soil and groundwater near the DWC and IWC lines may be contaminated with volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), petroleum hydrocarbons, and metals. 

The DWC lines are still active and currently operate under a California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) permit. The IWC lines conveyed industrial waste from buildings at Nebo Main Base into 
the Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant (IWTP) from approximately 1978 to 1990, after which 
industrial wastewater has been collected and disposed of off base. The DWC and IWC lines were 
designated as Solid Waste Management Units (SWMU) 10.38 and 10.39, respectively. Later, these 
SWMUs were designated as CAOCs 10.38 and 10.39 to be managed under OU 7.  

C-1.1. DESCRIPTION OF CAOC 10.38 – DOMESTIC WASTEWATER COLLECTION LINES 
The DWC lines are still active and currently operate under a California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board permit (Board Order No. 6-01-20, Waste Discharge ID No. 6B360702004). Figure C-1 shows the 
locations of the DWC lines. These locations were originally compiled in the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Assessment (RFA) Report, based on a review of available drawings (Bechtel 
National, Inc., [BNI] 1998). 

The DWC lines consist of approximately 95,000 feet of pipe, from 4 to 21 inches in diameter, and are 
constructed of various materials (e.g., vitrified clay, carbon steel, and concrete). The total length of DWC 
lines was estimated using available geographic information system (GIS) data. This estimate, however, 
may not include some minor laterals and connections for which data are not available. The RFA Report 
indicated that information about the lines from various drawings was sometimes incomplete. The depth 
of the DWC lines ranges from approximately 3 to 17 feet below ground surface (bgs) according to 
television inspection reports (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 1994). More information on the IWC lines is 
available in the Final RI Report (see Attachment E of that report). 

C-1.2. DESCRIPTION OF CAOC 10.39 – INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER COLLECTION LINES 
The IWC lines conveyed industrial waste from buildings at Nebo Main Base into the Industrial 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (IWTP) from approximately 1978 to 1990. The IWC lines consist of 
approximately 10,500 feet of pipe. The estimate of pipe length is from the latest available GIS data. This 
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estimate may not include some minor laterals and connections for which data are not available. The 
RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) report indicated that the information about the lines from various 
drawings was sometimes deficient in certain details, such as connections to the buildings. The section of 
the IWC line running along Iwo Jima Street was never tied into buildings and that this segment was 
never used to convey industrial wastes. The depths of the IWC lines are from approximately 5 to 15 feet 
bgs, based on the television inspection reports (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 1994). More information on 
the IWC lines is available in the Final RI Report (see Attachment E of that report).  

Operation of the IWTP and use of the IWC lines ceased in 1990. Since that time, industrial wastewater 
generated at Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow has been collected and disposed of off-base. 
The IWC lines are currently inactive and nonfunctional. In the mid-1990s, connections and drains of the 
IWC lines were sealed and plugged with concrete to prevent any discharges to the IWC lines. In 1998, all 
industrial wastewater disposal activities at Nebo Main Base were moved to Yermo Annex. 

C-1.3. UNIT DESCRIPTIONS 
During the RI, CAOCs 10.38 and 10.39 were combined as one CAOC, and subdivided into 7 units for the 
purposes of organizing the investigation effort. The locations of the 7 units are shown on Figure C-1. A 
brief description of each unit, taken from the RI report (Bechtel Environmental, Inc. [BEI] 2005; see 
Attachment E of that report), follows: 

Table C-1 Description and Remedial Investigation Results, Units 1 through 7 

Unit Description RI Results 
Unit 1 This unit consists of domestic wastewater line segment DS1 

and industrial wastewater line segment IS1. Both of these 
line segments are located just north of the railroad right-of-
way, east of Iwo Jima Avenue, and run adjacent to each other 
for their entire length (approximately 3,000 feet) at depths 
greater than 8 feet bgs. These line segments received flow 
from all upflow segments of their respective systems. 

The results of soil gas, soil, and 
groundwater sampling near these 
collection lines do not suggest that a 
release from DS1 or IS1 has occurred. 
VOCs reported in groundwater below 
their maximum contaminant level (MCLs) 
are likely related to the Nebo North VOC 
groundwater plume. 

Unit 2 This unit consists of domestic wastewater line segment DS3 
and industrial wastewater line segment IS2. Both of these 
line segments are located just south of the railroad right-of-
way, west of Iwo Jima Avenue, and run adjacent to each 
other for their entire length (approximately 2,000 feet) at 
depths from 8 to 15 feet bgs. Both of these line segments 
received flow from lines within the North VOC Groundwater 
Plume source area. 

Soil gas and soil sampling were conducted 
adjacent to offset pipe joints and break 
zones located downgradient of facilities 
suspected to have discharged industrial 
wastes into these collection lines. The 
results of this sampling do not suggest 
that a release from DS3 or IS2 has 
occurred. 

Unit 3 This unit consists of domestic wastewater line segment DS9. 
This line segment is located at depths from approximately 5 
to 12 feet bgs (generally from south to north, respectively), 
east of Iwo Jima Avenue and north of railroad right-of-way, 
and does not receive upgradient flow from any other 
collection lines. DS9 flows downgradient into DS11 
approximately 100 feet east of DS11’s connection to DS1 at 
the southern end of Iwo Jima Avenue. 

Soil gas and soil sampling were conducted 
adjacent to several facilities suspected to 
have discharged industrial wastes into DS9 
as well as adjacent to a severe offset pipe 
joint located downgradient of these 
facilities. Groundwater samples have also 
been collected at wells MW-F and NFW-1 
during FWEC’s groundwater monitoring 
activities. Sampling results from the 
borings and wells do not suggest that a 
release from DS9 has occurred. 
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Unit Description RI Results 
Unit 4 Unit 4 consists of domestic wastewater line segment DS11 

and industrial wastewater line segment IS4. These segments 
are located at depths from approximately 4 to 16 feet bgs. 
These adjacent line segments are located beneath Iwo Jima 
Avenue and run from near Interstate Highway 40 north to 
the railroad right-of-way where they flow into DS1 and IS1, 
respectively. DS11 receives flow from upflow segments DS9, 
DS12, and DS14. Due to the proximity of the northernmost 
portion of DS14 (located west of Iwo Jima Avenue) to DS11 
and IS4, this portion of DS14 was addressed under Unit 4. 

The results of sampling from this unit do 
not suggest a release from DS11 or IS4 has 
occurred in the areas sampled. The 
sampling results at borings 10.38-DS14-2 
and 10.38-DS14-2A also indicate that 
breaks in DS11 are not a source of the 
VOCs at Building 322. 

Unit 5 Unit 5 consists of the domestic wastewater line segment 
DS12. This line segment is west of Iwo Jima Avenue north of 
Building 218 at depths from approximately 5 to 10 feet 
bgs.DS12 received flow from upflow segment DS13, base 
housing. During the RI, samples were collected from one 
boring along DS12. This boring (10.38-DS12-1) was located at 
a broken pipe section downflow of the only facility (S-181) 
that was suspected to have discharged industrial waste 
(boiler cleaning solution) along this line segment (BEI 2003). 
Three soil samples were collected (11, 16, and 21 feet bgs) 
and analyzed for TAL metals. No sampling was previously 
conducted along this line segment.  

During the RI, samples were collected 
from one location along DS12. This boring 
(10.38-DS12-1) was located at a broken 
pipe section downflow of the only facility 
(S-181) that may have discharged 
industrial waste (boiler cleaning solution) 
along this line segment. The results of the 
analysis did not indicate a release. 

Unit 6 This unit consists of the portion of domestic wastewater line 
segment DS14 located east of Iwo Jima Avenue 
(Section 4.2.4). This portion of DS14 is located at depths from 
approximately 9 to 13 feet bgs. DS14 receives flow from 
Buildings 155, 157, 196, 197, and 198 but does not receive 
upgradient flow from any other collection lines. 

The results of sampling from this unit do 
not suggest a release from DS14 has 
occurred. In addition, the RI sampling 
results indicated that the breaks in 
collection line DS14 are not a source of 
the VOCs reported at boring 10.38V16. 

Unit 7 Unit 7 (DS17) consists of former drainage ditches, not buried 
discharge lines, located east of Iwo Jima Avenue and south of 
Joseph Boll Avenue. The drainage ditches were used from the 
1940s through the 1970s, but have been filled in and are no 
longer visible on the ground surface. The Unit 7 ditches 
received industrial wastewater flows from industrial 
operations, but did not receive upgradient flow from any 
other collection lines and did not appear to connect to any 
other collection line downgradient. Currently, no industrial 
operations occur in the area. 

The results of soil sampling from this unit 
do not suggest that a release from the 
ditches has occurred. The results of soil 
gas sampling do not suggest that the 
ditches are a source of VOCs in soil gas at 
the southwest corner of Building 322. The 
results of groundwater sampling indicate 
that low concentrations of VOCs (less than 
3 micrograms per liter [μg/L]) that are 
below their MCLs are distributed 
sporadically in groundwater in the area 
extending from boring 10.38-DS17-2 
northeastward to 10.38-DS17-3. The 
exception is the TCE concentration that 
was reported in groundwater above its 
MCL in previous boring 10.38V10. The soil 
sources of these VOCs in groundwater no 
longer appear to be discernible and are 
not likely a present or potential source of 
groundwater contamination. 
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C-1.4. TRANSPORT PATHWAYS AND CHEMICALS OF CONCERN 
The fate and transport analysis (BEI 2005) evaluated release mechanisms and transport pathways for 
CAOC 10.38/10.39. The analysis results indicate that the three migration pathways at CAOC 10.38/10.39 
Units 1-7 are atmospheric transport (airborne fugitive dust), surface water transport, and migration in 
groundwater, and suggest that contaminants in soil at the CAOC are not readily mobilized and 
transported off-site. Further, due to the low net infiltration rates, transport of chemicals downward in 
the soil profile appears to be negligible.  

VOCs in groundwater are susceptible to migration in groundwater and may intersect with a drinking 
water well; however, use of groundwater at the Nebo Main Base is restricted from potable use under 
the OUs 1 and 2 ROD (DON 1998) and the OUs 2 ROD (DON 2006). 

C-1.5. SUMMARY OF HUMAN HEALTH RISKS 
A baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) was performed to determine whether contaminants 
at CAOC 10.38/10.39 present a carcinogenic and/or noncarcinogenic risk to human health (BEI 2005). 
The significance of cancer and noncancerous risk values is discussed in Section 6.6 of the main RI Report. 
Separate risk assessments were conducted for each unit, with the exception of Unit 5 (based on RI 
sampling results, no further action was recommended for Unit 5). Resident, industrial worker, and 
maintenance/repair worker receptors were analyzed for human-health risks at the 7 units.  

All risk at Units 2, 3, 4, and 6 is within or less than the National Contingency Plan’s (NCP’s) generally 
acceptable risk range of 10-6 to 10-4 (Table C-2, following text). California Environmental Protection 
Agency (Cal/EPA) cancer risk at Unit 1 and United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
cancer risk at Unit 7 are above this range at 2.3 × 10-4 (total), 1.7 × 10-4 (incremental), and 2.7 × 10-4 

(total and incremental), respectively. On-site cancer risks are primarily due to arsenic in soil (Units 1, 3, 
and 6) and TCE and PCE in groundwater (Unit 7) (Table C-3, following text). Arsenic is naturally occurring 
in soil in the area and is not the result of historic CAOC related activities. The hazard index (HI) from 
exposure to soil gas, shallow soil, and groundwater (only at Unit 7) contaminants of potential concern 
(COPCs) are below the systemic toxicity threshold of 1.0 at all the units except Units 1 and 7. The HIs for 
the residential scenario at Units 1 and 7 were 1.6 and 2.4, respectively (Table C-2, following text).  

Based on the RI results and risk assessment, no further action was recommended for Units 1 through 6 
and for soil at Unit 7. However, groundwater contamination identified at Unit 7 was recommended for 
investigation. That investigation was performed as part of the Supplemental RI and follow-up 
investigations as discussed below. 

C-2. CAOC 10.38/10.39 UNIT 7 SUMMARY 
The remainder of this Appendix focuses on CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 groundwater, for which a remedial 
action will be implemented. CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 is shown on Figure C-2.  

C-2.1. UNIT 7 GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY 
Geology in the area of the drainage ditches varies somewhat from north to south. The local geology and 
hydrogeology information presented herein is based on boring logs from the RI (Bechtel Environmental, 
Inc. [BEI] 2005) and other previous investigations. 

The northern area of the drainage ditches predominantly is underlain by loose to very dense silty sands 
to poorly graded sands with some gravel, with occasional well-graded sand, gravel, and sandy clay 
layers. A brown to yellowish-brown silt layer approximately 5 to 15 feet thick was encountered from 5 to 
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10 feet bgs in all RI boring locations at CAOC 10.38/10.39 south of “B” Street. This silt layer generally is 
underlain by yellowish-brown, fine- to medium-grained, poorly sorted sand (BEI 2005). 

The southern area of the drainage ditches is predominantly underlain by medium-dense to very-dense 
well-graded sands and silty sands, with some interbedded gravel, poorly-graded sand, and clayey sand 
layers. Clayey sands, clays, and silts are more prominent below approximately 85 feet bgs, with some 
layers 10 to 20 or more feet thick (BEI 2005). 

The depth to groundwater at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 is approximately 90 to 100 feet bgs and flows 65 
degrees east of north, with a gradient of 0.0041 ft/ft (ATJV 2013). 

C-2.2. UNIT 7 PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
A summary of previous investigations, along with major findings, adapted from the Feasibility Study (FS) 
Report (NOREAS and Sealaska Environmental Services [SES] 2013) are presented in Table C-4 below. No 
remedial actions have been completed at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7. 

Table C-4 Summary of Previous Investigations 

Previous Investigation Reference Investigation Activities 
Closed Circuit Television 
Report 

Kennedy/Jenks 
Consultants 1994 

A closed circuit television investigation was conducted to assess 
the integrity of the domestic and industrial wastewater lines at 
Nebo Main Base. Approximately 32,000 feet (34 percent) of the 
domestic wastewater lines and 9,000 feet (86 percent) of the 
industrial wastewater lines were investigated. The investigation 
revealed breaks and defects such as cracks, broken pipe segments, 
and offset joints in both types of lines. 

RI/Feasibility Study (FS) 
for OUs 1 and 2 

Jacobs Engineering 
Group Inc. (JEG) 

1995 

This RI/FS identified VOC-contaminated groundwater at Nebo 
Main Base requiring further action. The ROD documents remedies 
selected to reduce the VOC source in the vadose zone and mitigate 
groundwater contamination 

RCRA Facility 
Assessment (RFA) 

Bechtel National, 
Inc. (BNI) 1998 

This RFA investigated the domestic and industrial wastewater lines 
as separate CAOCs. For the RFA, 16 borings were drilled and 32 soil 
samples were collected in 1994. Soil samples were collected from 
eight borings (at regularly spaced intervals along the domestic 
wastewater lines. At each boring, two soil samples were collected, 
one from the surface and one from 15 feet bgs and analyzed for 
VOCs, SVOC, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), metals, 
cyanides, and TRPH. Analytical results indicate the presence of 
VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, metals, and diesel fuel. Based on 
the RFA results and review of the OU 2 RI/FS data coverage, 
further investigation was deemed necessary as part of the ERFA to 
evaluate potential groundwater impacts from possible past 
releases from the domestic and industrial wastewater lines and to 
address limited data gaps in areas near the lines. 
Underground storage tank (UST) T-197, a possible source of VOCs 
in groundwater, was used to store wastewater from former steam 
rack activities and other former building operations, including 
solvents storage, from Building 197. 
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Previous Investigation Reference Investigation Activities 
Extended RFA (ERFA) SOTA 

Environmental 
Technology, Inc.  

(SOTA) 2002 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 was sampled in 1999 during the ERFA to 
evaluate potential groundwater impacts associated with possible 
past releases from the domestic and industrial wastewater lines 
and to address limited data gaps in areas near these lines. The 
ERFA investigated the South VOC Groundwater Plume at CAOC 
10.38/10.39. Soil, groundwater, and soil gas samples were 
collected. Except for acetone, VOCs were not detected in any of 
the soil samples. VOCs detected above reporting level (RLs) varied 
by sampling location. One soil gas sample was collected from 
boring 10.38V10. In boring 10.38V10, the analytes detected at the 
highest concentrations (0.7 to 1.6 μg/L were methylene chloride, 
chloroform, and naphthalene. TCE and PCE were not detected in 
the soil gas sample from boring 10.38V10. Groundwater samples 
were collected from three borings and one piezometer. VOCs were 
detected in samples from three of the four locations. TCE was 
detected in boring 10.38V10 at 25.5  μg/L, which exceeds its 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and 
State of California MCL of 5 μg/L. No other contaminants were 
detected at concentrations above their U.S. EPA or State of 
California MCLs. 

Draft Final WP for RI/FS BEI 2003 Sampling results for Unit 7 (drainage ditches, not buried discharge 
lines) indicate low concentrations of VOC distributed sporadically 
in groundwater in the area of this unit. 

Final Site Investigation 
Report for UST Sites 
T-22A and B, -197, 
and -354, and 14 MTBE 
Collection Sites 

BEI 2004 VOC and SVOC concentrations reported in soil did not meet or 
exceed U.S. EPA preliminary remediation goals. Total petroleum 
hydrocarbons (TPH) as diesel and as motor oil concentrations 
ranged from 5.4 to 400 mg/kg in soil samples collected from 5 to 
138 feet bgs. However, TPH did not appear to extend to 
groundwater at T-197.  
Benzene, TCE, and PCE were detected in groundwater from T-197-
MW1 at concentrations exceeding their MCLs and 
cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) was detected at 1 µg/L, which 
is below its MCL. 
The source of the TCE, PCE, and cis-1,2-DCE in groundwater at 
T-197-MW1 was likely the former UST, as the compound was 
reportedly present in a wastewater sample collected from the UST 
in 1991. T-197 was used to store wastewater from former steam 
rack activities and other former building operations, including 
solvents storage (BNI 1998). 

Final RI for OU 7 BEI 2005 During the final RI, samples were collected during 2003 from four 
locations (DS17-1, DS17-2, DS17-3, and DS17-3A) along DS17. 
VOCs were not detected in soil samples collected during the RI. In 
the soil gas samples, PCE was detected at less than 2 μg/L at 
sampling location DS17-2. PCE was detected in soil gas samples 
collected from 10 to 15 feet bgs but not in soil gas samples from 
20 feet bgs. In the groundwater samples, PCE was detected below 
2 μg/L in a sample from DS17-2. The final RI report concludes that 
the distribution of VOCs in soil gas at Unit 7 is sporadic and does 
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Previous Investigation Reference Investigation Activities 
not indicate a discernible source for the soil gas VOCs detected in 
groundwater samples from at DS17. 

Revised Final 
Supplemental RI and 
Screening Level 
Ecological Risk 
Assessment (SLERA) 

Oneida Total 
Integrated 

Enterprises LLC 
2010 

A supplemental RI and SLERA were conducted in 2008 for selected 
areas within OU 7. The supplemental RI was performed at CAOCs 
10.37, 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, N-2 Area 1, and 10. The purpose of the 
supplemental RI at Unit 7 was to confirm the presence of VOCs in 
groundwater detected in borehole grab samples during previous 
investigations. Additionally, a SLERA was required for this area to 
complete the RI. 
Three monitoring wells were installed in the vicinity of RFA boring 
10.38V10 based on TCE detected at concentrations above the U.S. 
EPA and California maximum contaminant level (MCL) in this area. 
The three wells were sampled, and results for all three samples 
confirmed low of VOCs (less than 3 μg/L) below the respective U.S. 
EPA and State of California MCLs except for TCE, which was 
detected above the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 5 μg/L 
at two locations (9.5 to 23 μg/L). The SLERA indicated that 
chemicals in soil at Unit 7 pose potential risk to at least one 
receptor group (plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate receptors). 
Therefore, further evaluation in a Step 3A Baseline Ecological Risk 
Assessment (BERA) was recommended for this CAOC. 
A groundwater sample collected from well T-197-MW-1 in April 
2008 contained TCE (7.2 µg/L) and cis-1,2-DCE (46.0 µg/L) at 
concentrations exceeding the respective MCLs. Other VOCs 
detected below the respective MCLs included PCE, chloroform, 
and bromodichloromethane. TPH as diesel and TPH as motor oil 
were not detected. 

BERA Report ATJV 2012 As part of the BERA, a Step 3A ecological risk evaluation was 
completed for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7. The DON recommended, 
and Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) regulators concurred, that no 
further risk evaluation is required for this CAOC based on its de 
minimis habitat. 

Field Data Summary 
Report (FDSR) 

SES 2012 Borings were advanced during 2011 to collect soil gas samples 
from five locations in the CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 area upgradient 
from the chlorinated VOC plume at Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Office Lot 351. Soil gas sample collection and off-site 
analysis were used to identify potential source areas for the 
chlorinated VOCs. The soil gas samples were collected near 
buildings and sewer lines (domestic and industrial) potentially 
containing materials or wastes with chlorinated VOCs. No potential 
source areas were identified from the evaluation of the soil gas 
survey results. 
Groundwater monitoring wells were installed in 2011 at 5 
locations (10.38-DS17-7 through 10.38-DS17-11) to further define 
the TCE plume. Detected TCE concentrations ranged from 4.6 μg/L 
(10.38-DS17-5) to 20 μg/L (10.38-DS17-4). PCE also was detected 
in a duplicate sample collected from well 10.38-DS17-4 at 9.4 μg/L 
(8.2 μg/L in the normal sample). 

 C-7 



Appendix C - CAOC 10.38 / 10.39, Units 1-7 
Record of Decision 
Operable Unit 7 
MCLB Barstow, California 
 

C-2.3. UNIT 7 NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Soil samples collected during historical investigations contained VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, metals, 
and diesel fuel. However, all detected concentrations are below their respective residential and 
industrial regional screening levels (RSLs). The only metal detected above its residential RSL is arsenic. 
However, all reported arsenic concentrations are below the Nebo Main Base background concentration 
(BNI 1998). Therefore, the soil contamination is not considered significant. 

Groundwater samples collected during the Extended Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
Facility Assessment (ERFA) at Unit 7 contained VOCs, including bromodichloromethane, bromoform, 
chlorodibromomethane, chloroform, naphthalene, PCE, and TCE. However, the only VOCs detected at 
concentrations above the U.S. EPA or State of California maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) were TCE 
and PCE. The other VOCs detected (with the exception of naphthalene) likely are associated with 
potable water introduced to the subsurface during drilling. These other VOCs all are by-products 
associated with the drinking water disinfection process. Based on recent groundwater sampling 
conducted by SES in November 2011 and January 2012, the groundwater PCE and TCE plumes appears 
to be adequately defined except to the east and south. (The DON is planning to install two wells during 
2014 to further define the lateral extent of contamination, including downgradient edge of the plume. 
Additional wells will be installed if needed. The additional data will be reported to the FFA as soon as 
available). Based on groundwater sampling conducted November 2011 and January 2012, the 5-μg/L 
isopleth for TCE covers about 5 acres and the 10-μg/L isopleth covers about 2 acres. Detected 
concentrations of TCE ranged from 4.6 μg/L (monitoring well 10.38-DS17-5) to 20 μg/L (monitoring well 
10.38-DS17-4) and PCE was detected in monitoring well 10.38-DS17-4 at a maximum concentration of 
9.4 μg/L in the duplicate sample (8.2 μg/L in the normal sample) (SES 2012).  

In general, VOCs were detected in soil gas samples sporadically at low concentrations throughout Unit 7. 
The most significant detections generally were located near the southwest corner of Building 322. 
Historical soil gas testing results do not suggest that the Unit 7 drainage ditches are a source of the VOCs 
detected in soil gas samples collected from the southwest corner of Building 322 (BNI 1998). The BEI 
remedial investigation focused on the area within the currently defined boundary of CAOC 10.38/10.39. 
However, recent soil gas sampling conducted by SES in 2011 included locations approximately 1,200 feet 
upgradient from monitoring wells known to contain PCE and TCE at concentrations above their 
respective U.S. EPA or State of California MCLs (10.38-DS17-4 and 10.38-DS17-5). This sampling was 
conducted to identify a source area for the observed groundwater contamination. SES collected the 
samples from 50 to 75 feet bgs. Low VOC concentrations were detected sporadically. The maximum 
detected PCE and TCE concentrations were 0.014 and 0.059 μg/L, respectively (SES 2012). These low 
VOC concentrations at Unit 7 do not indicate a discernible source of VOCs in soil gas for groundwater at 
DS17 and are considered insignificant because the detected concentrations are several orders of 
magnitude below soil gas screening levels of 2.1 μg/L and 3.0 μg/L, respectively. 

C-2.4. UNIT 7 FATE AND TRANSPORT 
The three migration pathways at Unit 7 include atmospheric transport (airborne fugitive dust), surface 
water transport, and migration in groundwater. The current conceptual site model (CSM) and identified 
COPCs in soil at Unit 7 are not readily mobilized and transported off-site. Low net infiltration rates will 
also limit transport of chemicals downward in the soil profile. However, the presence of VOCs in 
groundwater and the soil profile data from the UST T-197 investigative boring indicates that downward 
migration of contaminants has occurred at that location.  
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C-2.5. UNIT 7 SUMMARY OF RISKS 
The CSM for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 is presented on Figures C-3 and C-4. CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 has 
no current known receptors or exposure pathways. The depth to groundwater in the Unit 7 area ranges 
from 63 to 115 feet below ground surface (bgs). The nearest water supply well is located several 
thousand feet northeast of CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7. 

A baseline human health risk assessment (HHRA) was performed using the soil and groundwater data 
collected from the site. The total residential cancer risk estimates are 3.7 × 10-5 and 2.3 × 10-4 using 
U.S. EPA and California EPA (Cal/EPA) criteria, respectively, which exceed U.S. EPA’s target range of 
1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4. The HIs for industrial worker and maintenance/repair worker scenarios are 0.011 and 
0.028, respectively. The HI for the residential scenario is 2.4. and is primarily associated with TCE in 
groundwater (BEI 2005). The sole risk associated with this site is the potential migration of contaminants 
in groundwater (specifically TCE and PCE) to drinking water supply wells at concentrations exceeding 
U.S. EPA or State of California maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). However, no downgradient drinking 
water wells are present on-base or within the anticipated flow path of the Unit 7 groundwater plume. 
The Nebo Main Base relies on a private water supplier for its water supply and use of groundwater is 
restricted under the OUs 1 and 2 ROD (1998) and OU 2 ROD (2006). Hence, no receptors for the Unit 7 
contaminated groundwater were identified. 

During the remedial action phase, contamination will likely remain in groundwater above the MCLs 
within the defined plume area. However, the plume does not appear to be migrating off-site and does 
not pose a threat to current users of groundwater downgradient of the site. 

The potential ecological risks posed to plants and animals at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 were evaluated. 
The risk assessments concluded that no further risk evaluation is required for this CAOC because of its 
minimal potential habitat. Due to the depth of groundwater, no ecological receptors of Unit 7 
contaminated groundwater are anticipated. 

C-2.6. UNIT 7 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
The alternatives for treatment of groundwater include no action, MNA with LUCs, and air sparging/soil 
vapor extraction (AS/SVE) with LUCs. The U.S. EPA’s presumptive remedy, pump and treat, was not 
considered. Remedial alternatives were developed in the OU 7 Feasibility Study (FS) (NOREAS and SES 
2013); alternative details and cost estimates from the FS are provided in Table C-5. A detailed 
description of the selected remedy is provided in Section C 2.7 below. 

Table C-5  Remedial Alternatives Evaluated in the FS 

 Alternative Description Cost Estimate  

1 No Action No additional effort or resources expended Capital Cost 

Annual O&M Cost 

Present-Worth Cost 

Time Frame – 11 years 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

2 MNA with 
LUCs 

Monitor groundwater 

Implement of LUCs 

Project duration 11 years 

Capital Cost 

Annual O&M Cost  

Site Closeout Cost 

Present-Worth Cost 

$79,000 

$48,000 

$117,000 

$843,000 
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 Alternative Description Cost Estimate  

Time Frame – 11 years 

3 AS/SVE with 
LUCs 

Design and install AS/SVE system with extracted 
vapors treated through GAC 

Perform monitoring and data evaluations 

Implement LUCs 

Capital Cost 

Annual O&M Cost (Y1-5) 

Annual O&M Cost (Y6-10) 

Site closeout 

Present-Worth Cost 

Time Frame – 11 years 

$1,278,000 

$220,000 

$26,000 

$325,000 

$3,229,000 

Note: 
The LUC and five-year review costs for Alternatives 2 and 3 were insignificant compared to other costs and will be 
identified in the RD/RA work plan. 

C-2.7. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES  
The preferred alternative for addressing conditions at CAOC 10.38/10.39, Unit 7 is Alternative 2 –MNA 
with LUCs. Based on current information, this alternative appears to provide the best balance of 
effectiveness and cost with respect to the nine U.S. EPA evaluation criteria used to evaluate alternatives 
(Table C-6). The remainder of this section discusses the performance of the preferred alternative against 
the nine evaluation criteria and notes how it compares to the other alternatives considered for CAOC 
10.38/10.39, Unit 7. 

Table C-6 Summary of Comparative Analysis 

 Groundwater Alternatives 

Criteria 
Alternative 1, 

No Action 

Alternative 2, 
MNA with 

LUCs 
Alternative 3, 

AS/SVE with LUCs 

Threshold Criteria 

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 3 3 4 

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements (ARARs) 

1a 5 5 

Balancing Criteria 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 3 3 4 

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through 
Treatment 

1 1 2 

Short-Term Effectiveness 3 3 2 

Implementability 5 5 3 

Present-Worth Cost 5 3 1 

Modifying Criteria 

State Acceptance 1 5 3 

Community Acceptance NR NC NC 
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Notes: 
a   Not applicable; the requirement to meet ARARs applies only when a response action is taken; scored low (not 
favorable)  
NR – not rated 
NC – no public comments received on the Proposed Plan or during public meeting 
Scoring 
5 = High (highly favorable)  
4 = Moderate to high 
3 = Moderate 
2 = Low to moderate 
1 = Low (not favorable) 

 

The following paragraphs present the outcomes of the evaluation performed for each alternative 
against the nine U.S. EPA criteria. 

Threshold Criteria (relate to the statutory requirements that each alternative must satisfy in order to be 
eligible for selection):   

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternatives 1 and 2 both are rated moderate for overall protection of human health and the 
environment because natural attenuation mechanisms likely would result in some contaminant 
removal and monitoring would be conducted under Alternative 2. Alternative 3 is considered more 
protective because active treatment would occur, leading to enhanced contaminant removal. 

Compliance with ARARs 

Alternatives 2 (MNA with LUCs) and 3 (AS/SVE) both are expected to comply with ARARs, and both 
are rated high for this criterion. ARARs are not applicable to Alternative 1 (no action) because no 
response action would be taken. 

Primary Balancing Criteria (the technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based): 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Neither Alternative 1 nor 2 involve active treatment. However, under each of these alternatives, 
natural attenuation mechanisms would potentially remove some contamination. Therefore, 
Alternatives 1 and 2 are essentially the same with respect to this criterion and both rated moderate. 
Alternative 3, which involves active treatment, would result in greater contaminant removal and is 
rated higher than the other two alternatives. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment 

Alternative 1 and the preferred Alternative 2 would decrease concentrations naturally, but not 
through active treatment. Therefore, both alternatives are rated low for this criterion. Alternative 3 
includes treatment, and is considered preferable to the other two alternatives for this criterion. 
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Short-Term Effectiveness 

The preferred alternative has moderate short-term effectiveness. Alternatives 1 and 2 both score 
moderate for short-term effectiveness, because other than installation of additional wells, there are 
no short term risks from construction or earthwork. Alternative 3 is less favorable because 
construction is required. 

Implementability 

The preferred alternative would be easily implemented because other than monitoring and 
installation of additional monitoring wells, no other actions would be taken. Alternative 3 is less 
favorable for this criterion because system construction is required, which has a higher degree of 
difficulty. 

Cost 

The overall estimated cost for performing Alternative 2 is approximately $843,000 assuming 10 
years of groundwater monitoring. This alternative is rated moderate for cost. 

Modifying Criteria (including state acceptance and community acceptance): 

State Acceptance 

The State has conditionally accepted the preferred alternative, Alternative 2, based on review and 
concurrence with the FS Report. The State recognizes that the DON is conducting additional 
groundwater investigations as well as additional modeling to further support the conclusions in the 
final FS. . The additional data will be presented in future reports to assist the FFA. 

Community Acceptance 

The proposed plan was released to the public on December 23, 2013, and was presented to the 
community at a public meeting held on January 15, 2014 (DON 2014). Based on the favorable 
response from the community on the DON’s preferred alternative, the community accepts and 
supports Alternative 2 as the selected remedy. No comments were received during the public 
comment period. 

C-2.8. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS  
In accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), the 
DON makes the following statutory determinations for the selected remedy. 

C-2.8.1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
The selected remedy is necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor exposure to COCs. The 
selected remedy will prevent exposure by monitoring natural attenuation of VOCs in groundwater, and 
restricting use of the site to industrial uses. There are no short-term threats associated with the selected 
remedy that cannot be controlled. In addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the 
remedy. 

C-2.8.2. Compliance with ARARs 
NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the remedy will not meet, the waiver 
invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, 
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location-, and action-specific ARARs. A complete discussion ARARs that apply to OU 7 is included in this 
ROD in Attachment 1. 

C-2.8.3. Cost-Effectiveness 
The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance with the NCP and U.S. 
EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of alternative as compared to cost) was 
considered in the selection of the preferred remedy. 

C-2.8.4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies 
or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

The selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence. MNA with LUCs with will be 
performed to monitor the degradation of COCs in groundwater and ensure effectiveness and 
protectiveness of the remedy. 

C-2.8.5. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 
MNA with LUCs, the selected remedy for groundwater at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, will not result in 
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through the use of treatment options. 
Treatment was not chosen as the principal element of the remedial action for groundwater at this site 
because MNA with LUCs will protect human health and the environment, achieve remedial action 
objectives (RAOs), comply with ARARs, is easy to implement, and has similar effectiveness to the 
alternatives evaluated in the FS that would employ treatment, for a much lower cost. Groundwater at 
this site currently has no known human or ecological receptors. 

C-2.8.6. Five-Year Review Requirements 
Five-year reviews will be completed every five years at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 because contaminants 
will remain on-site at above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. 

C-2.9. UNIT 7 SELECTED REMEDY DESCRIPTION 
The selected remedy is Alternative 2, MNA with LUCs for groundwater and soil. The selected remedy will 
protect human health and the environment, achieve RAOs, and comply with ARARs. In addition, 
Alternative 2 is easy to implement and has similar effectiveness to Alternative 3 for a much lower cost. 

The selected remedy of MNA with LUCs relies on natural attenuation mechanisms to reduce the 
groundwater contamination to below cleanup levels. Natural attenuation mechanisms include 
biodegradation, sorption, dilution, volatilization, and dispersion. As part of this remedy, a 
comprehensive monitoring program will be implemented to verify the geochemical environment is 
conducive to natural attenuation and that contaminant concentrations are decreasing.  

Additional groundwater monitoring wells will be installed, as necessary, to adequately characterize the 
vertical and lateral extent of the VOC plume. A long-term monitoring plan will be implemented to 
provide the necessary data for evaluation of the on-going effectiveness and protectiveness of the MNA 
remedy. 

C-2.10. LAND USE CONTROLS 
Soil LUCs 

Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, a description 
of the history of this CAOC will be provided in the Base Master Plan for information and future planning 
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purposes to ensure the protection of human health and the environment (MCLB Barstow 2010). Low 
levels of VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, metals, and diesel fuel in soil that will remain on site will also be 
documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions 
planned in the CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 area or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed 
by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. The site boundary will be surveyed and the GIS Base 
database will be updated so site coordinates are available to review and planning. Engineering Controls 
include signage and monitoring well maintenance and security. Signage indicating the presence of 
contaminants and instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries. 

Groundwater LUCs 

The groundwater LUC boundary is shown on Figure 7 of the ROD. The MCLB Barstow Base Master Plan 
will be amended to extend the LUCs for groundwater use to the CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 groundwater 
plume at the Nebo Main Base. For information and future planning purposes, a description of the 
history of this groundwater site and concentrations of VOCs in groundwater will be documented in the 
Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The wells will be surveyed and the DON’s GIS database will be 
updated so that well coordinates are available for review and planning. LUCs will include access 
restrictions to prevent potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved in the area of a 
groundwater plume containing contaminants of concern (COCs) above MCLs, and well head treatment 
of potentially impacted water supply wells, consistent with the previously established LUCs (see OUs 1 
and 2 ROD, Section 1.4.2). The groundwater LUCs include inspections and maintenance of monitoring 
and remedial wells (integrity of well monuments, well vaults, locks, or bolts). Engineering Controls 
include a sign indicating the presence of contaminants and instructions to contact the DON prior to 
digging; the sign will be placed near highest concentration monitoring well. 

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 
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Appendix C CAOC 10.38 / 10.39, Units 1-7 
ROD OU 7 
MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Table C-2 

Summary of Cancer Risks and Hazard Indices 
Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7, CAOC 10.38/10.39 

Wastewater Collection Lines, Nebo Main Base 
 

Receptor Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 Unit 6 Unit 7 

Resident 

U.S. EPA Cancer Risk 
Total 3.7 × 10-5 1.0 × 10-8 1.5 x 10-5 1.2 x 10-8 1.7 x 10-5 2.7 x 10-4 
Incremental 2.7 × 10-5 1.0 × 10-8 5.5 x 10-6 1.2 x 10-8 7.5 x 10-6 2.7 x 10-4 
Cal/EPA Cancer Risk 
Total 2.3 × 10-4 1.3 × 10-8 9.1 x 10-5 1.0 x 10-8 1.0 x 10-4 2.5 x 10-5 
Incremental 1.7 × 10-4 1.3 × 10-8 3.2 x 10-5 1.0 x 10-8 4.1 x 10-5 2.5 x 10-5 
Hazard Index 1.6 0.76 0.71 0.016 0.85 2.4 

Industrial Worker 

U.S. EPA Cancer Risk 
Total 1.0 × 10-5 5.0 × 10-9 4.5 x 10-6 2.6 x 10-9 8.2 x 10-8 2.3 x 10-7 

Incremental 7.3 × 10-6 5.0 × 10-9 1.8 x 10-6 2.6 x 10-9 8.2 x 10-8 2.3 x 10-7 
Cal/EPA Cancer Risk 
Total 6.3 × 10-5 5.4 × 10-9 2.8 x 10-5 2.9 x 10-9 6.0 x 10-8 2.3 x 10-7 
Incremental 4.6 × 10-5 5.4 × 10-9 1.1 x 10-5 2.9 x 10-9 6.0 x 10-8 2.3 x 10-7 
Hazard Index 0.21 0.04 0.063 0.0013 0.079 0.011 

Maintenance / Repair Worker 

U.S. EPA Cancer Risk 
Total 1.8 × 10-6 6.7 × 10-10 7.5 x 10-7 7.5 x 10-10 8.4 x 10-7 1.2 x 10-8 
Incremental 1.3 × 10-6 6.7 × 10-10 2.8 x 10-7 7.5 x 10-10 3.7 x 10-7 1.2 x 10-8 
Cal / EPA Cancer Risk 
Total 1.2 × 10-5 8.8 × 10-10 4.6 x 10-6 5.9 x 10-10 5.2 x 10-6 1.3 x 10-8 
Incremental 9.1 × 10-6 8.8 × 10-10 1.7 x 10-6 5.9 x 10-10 2.3 x 10-6 1.2 x 10-8 
Hazard Index 0.61 0.28 0.30 0.0067 0.34 0.028 

Source: 
Final Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 7 CAOCs 9.60, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39, N-2 Area 1, 
and 10 (BEI 2005)  
Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
Cal/EPA – California Environmental Protection Agency 
CAOC – Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act area of concern 
U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
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Appendix C CAOC 10.38 / 10.39, Units 1-7 
ROD OU 7 
MCLB Barstow, California 

Table C-3 
Summary of Cancer Risk Drivers, CAOC 10.38/10.39 

Wastewater Collection Lines, Nebo Main Base 
Receptor Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 Unit 6 Unit 7 

Resident 
U.S. EPA Cancer Risk 
Total Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%) TCE (96%) 
Incremental Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%) TCE (96%) 
Cal/EPA Cancer Risk 
Total Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%) PCE (29%) 
      TCE (22%) 
      Bromodichloromethane (15%) 
Incremental Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%) PCE (29%) 
      TCE (22%) 
      Bromodichloromethane (15%) 
Industrial Worker 
U.S. EPA Cancer Risk 
Total Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (98%)  NA NA 
Incremental Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (94%)  NA NA 
Cal/EPA Cancer Risk 
Total Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%)  NA NA 
Incremental Arsenic (100%)  Arsenic (100%)  NA NA 
Maintenance / Repair Worker 
U.S. EPA Cancer Risk 
Total Arsenic (100%)  NA  NA NA 
Incremental Arsenic (100%)  NA  NA NA 
Cal / EPA Cancer Risk 
Total Arsenic (100%)  NA  NA NA 
Incremental Arsenic (100%)  NA  NA NA 

Source: 
Final Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 7 CAOCs 9.60, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39, N-2 Area 1, and 10 (BEI 2005)  
Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
Cal/EPA – California Environmental Protection Agency 
CAOC – Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act area of concern 
NA – not applicable 
PCE – tetrachloroethene  
TCE – trichloroethene 
U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
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ABBREVIATION AND ACRONYMS 
µg/L micrograms per liter 

ARAR applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 

AS air sparge 

bgs below ground surface 

CAOC CERCLA area of concern 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

DON Department of the Navy 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 

FS feasibility study 

LUC land use control 

MCL maximum contaminant level 

MCLB Marine Corps Logistics Base  

MNA monitored natural attenuation 

NOREAS NOREAS, Inc. 

O&M operation and maintenance  

OTIE Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises  

OU operable unit 

PCE tetrachloroethene 

RAO remedial action objective 

RL reporting limit 

ROD record of decision 

SES Sealaska Environmental Services 

SVE soil vapor extraction 

TCE trichloroethene 

U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

VOC volatile organic compound 
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APPENDIX D NPZ-14 GROUNDWATER AREA 
Appendix D provides site details for NPZ-14, a site named for monitoring well NPZ-14 which has had 
elevated trichloroethene (TCE) concentrations, located in the southern part of Nebo Main Base 
(Figure D-1). Response actions under the Operable Unit (OU) 7 Record of Decision (ROD) at NPZ-14 
include monitored natural attenuation (MNA) of TCE in groundwater associated with the site, and land 
use controls (LUCs). Summary information for this site is provided in Section 4.3.2 of the ROD. 

D-1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
NPZ-14 is a groundwater monitoring well located in a relatively isolated area in the southern part of 
Nebo Main Base; the area was formerly used to store military equipment from the 1950’s to 1965. 
Monitoring well NPZ 14 was installed in 1992 as piezometer for measurement of groundwater levels in 
the central portion of Nebo Main Base. The well was later added to the OU 2 groundwater monitoring 
program in 1998. Groundwater monitoring results indicate TCE concentrations above the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and State of California maximum contaminant level (MCL) 
from 1999 to the present. TCE concentrations have varied from 10 to 35 micrograms per liter (µg/L) (the 
MCL is 5 µg/L). Only very low (trace levels) of other volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have been 
detected at this well. Groundwater generally flows in a northeasterly direction. An investigation of 
historical records and sampling of existing wells was performed in 2009. Six monitoring wells were 
installed by the Department of the Navy (DON) during 2011/2012 to define the extent of groundwater 
contamination in the NPZ-14 area and look for sources. Based on these investigations, the DON has 
concluded that soil and soil vapor contamination are not significant in the NPZ-14 area, a specific source 
for the groundwater contamination was not found, and the contaminated groundwater is localized to 
the NPZ-14 area. Additional groundwater monitoring wells will be installed in 2014 to further define the 
lateral and vertical extent of contamination to the northwest; additional wells will be installed if needed. 
The extent of TCE contaminated groundwater around NPZ-14 as of November 2013 is shown on 
Figure D-1.  

D-2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
A summary of previous investigations, along with major findings is presented in Table D-1. No remedial 
actions have been completed at NPZ-14. 

Table D-1 Summary of Previous Investigations 

Previous Investigation Reference Investigation Activities 
Annual Groundwater 
Monitoring 

Various, latest 
report is 

Oneida Total 
Integrated 
Enterprises 
(OTIE) 2012 

Annual groundwater monitoring has been conducted at NPZ-14 
since 1992. TCE has been detected at concentrations above the 
MCL of 5 µg/L in annual monitoring samples since 1999. The 
detected TCE concentrations range from 10 to 35 µg/L. 

Investigation of TCE 
Exceedances at 
Piezometer NPZ-14 

Tetra Tech EC 
2010 

The source of TCE groundwater contamination was investigated 
in 2009. The following six possible sources were identified (see 
Figure D-1): 
• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 

and Liability Act (CERCLA) area of concern (CAOC) 10 
(Sodium Valve Burial Area) 

• CAOC 11 (Former Fuel Burn Area) 
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Previous Investigation Reference Investigation Activities 

• CAOC 12 (Radiator Cleaning Chemical Disposal Area) 
• CAOC 9 (Fuel Disposal Area) 
• Stratum 6, Channel F portion of CAOC 14 
• Stratum 1, Channel A portion of CAOC 14 
Of these six areas, CAOCs 10, 11, and 12 are hydraulically 
upgradient from NPZ-14 and CAOC 9 is cross-gradient. 
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) and TCE were not detected above the 
respective laboratory reporting limits (RLs) in environmental 
samples collected from CAOCs 9, 10, 11, or 12. 
Wells at CAOC 12 and upgradient wells southwest of NPZ-14 also 
were sampled for VOCs in 2009. PCE and TCE were not detected 
above the reporting limits in groundwater from these wells. 
CAOC 14 Stratum 1, Channel A, and Stratum 6, Channel F, were 
considered unlikely potential sources of the TCE detected at 
NPZ-14. Furthermore, CAOC 14 was closed, with a “no further 
action” designation under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD. Based on 
relatively stable land use (open undeveloped land) in the NPZ-14 
area since the OUs 5 and 6 ROD was signed (1998), the DON has 
no reason to suspect these channels are continuing or new 
sources of chlorinated solvents to the NPZ-14 area. Therefore, it 
was concluded (with Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) concurrence) that soil and soil vapor contamination is not 
significant and that TCE in groundwater is localized to the NPZ-
14 area (DTSC 2012). 

Field Investigation, Well 
Installation, and Sampling 
at NPZ-14 and CAOC 7 
Stratum 1 

OTIE 2011 and 
2012 

The upgradient and downgradient extent of TCE in groundwater 
was assessed during this investigation. Three groundwater 
monitoring wells (NC-1, NC-2, and NC-3) were installed in 
October 2011 in the NPZ 14 area. One well is upgradient and the 
other two are downgradient of NPZ-14. All three wells and NPZ-
14 were sampled in November 2011, with confirmatory sampling 
in May 2012. The May 2012 results ranged from nondetect in 
well NC-3 to 22 μg/L in well NPZ-14. 

Additional Well Installation 
and Sampling, NPZ-14 Area 

NOREAS, 
Inc.(NOREAS) 

2013 

Three groundwater monitoring wells with nested soil gas 
monitoring probes (NC-4, NC-5, NC-6) were installed in 
October/November 2012 near NPZ-14 to better delineate 
potential upgradient extent of the plume. TCE was detected at 
0.0032 to 4.9 μg/L in all of the soil vapor samples collected from 
NC-4 through NC-6, with the highest concentrations detected in 
the deepest screen indicating off-gassing from groundwater as 
the source. TCE was detected in five of the groundwater 
monitoring wells in the NPZ-14 area, although it was only 
reported above the MCL in wells NPZ-14 and NC-6 during this 
investigation. Recommendation: install two additional 
groundwater monitoring wells south and southeast of NC-6 to 
delineate the extent of the TCE MCL plume in that direction. 
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D-3. SITE GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY 
The boring log for well NPZ-14 indicated primarily sand consisting of high percentages of fines (greater 
than 30 percent) and fine- to coarse-grained gravel as the dominant soil from the ground surface to the 
bottom of the boring. Sandy silt units were encountered at 35 to 40 feet below ground surface ( bgs) 
and from 60 to 75 feet bgs. The well is screened from approximately 129 to 149 feet bgs through silty 
sand (OTIE 2011). 

Groundwater elevations in well NPZ-14 and other wells in the vicinity have gradually declined by 
approximately 8 feet from September 1999 through October 2013. Depth to groundwater in October 
2013 was 143 feet bgs at NPZ-14. Seasonal precipitation appears to have only a minor effect on 
groundwater elevations in well NPZ-14. Groundwater in the NPZ-14 area flows north and northeast; 
recent groundwater elevation data suggest the influence of a mapped fault on both groundwater 
elevations and gradients (NOREAS 2013).  

D-4. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
TCE has been detected in site groundwater since monitoring began; concentrations have ranged from 
0.43 to 35 μg/L, and typically are above the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 5 μg/L. The 2013 
monitoring data from NPZ-14 and recently installed monitoring wells NC-1 through NC-6 found only TCE 
and chloroform (possibly a laboratory contaminant). The detected TCE concentrations and plume extent 
are shown on Figure D-1. The DON will install two addition monitoring wells in the NPZ-14 area during 
2014 to future delineate the plume and provide long-term monitoring locations. The DON will provide 
the sample results from the new monitoring locations to the FFA when available.  

The highest detected TCE concentration of 35 μg/L in groundwater at NPZ-14 was detected in 2006 after 
large amounts of precipitation from winter storms in 2004 and 2005. Since 2006, TCE concentrations 
generally have declined at NPZ-14. 

Recent soil vapor investigations during November 2012 at NPZ-14 indicate low levels of PCE and TCE in 
shallow soil vapor. PCE was detected at a maximum of 0.043 μg/L, while TCE was detected at a 
maximum of 0.045 μg/L (significantly lower than industrial soil vapor screening levels of 2.1 and 
3.0 μg/L) (NOREAS 2013). 

D-5. FATE AND TRANSPORT 
Based on the low levels of VOCs in shallow soil gas at NPZ-14, the TCE detected in NPZ-14 groundwater 
likely resulted from one or more discharges some time ago in the general vicinity. The low TCE 
concentrations in groundwater suggest that the TCE has already migrated through soil to groundwater 
(NOREAS and Sealaska Environmental Services (SES) 2013).  

D-6. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
The conceptual site model for NPZ-14 is presented on Figure D-2. NPZ-14 currently has no current 
known receptors or exposure pathways. No HHRA has been conducted for NPZ-14. The depth to 
groundwater is approximately 143 feet at NPZ-14. The position of the DON is that the sole risk is 
potential downgradient migration of contaminants (TCE) to drinking water wells at concentrations 
above the MCL. (Please refer to Section 2.2.1 of the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements(ARARs) (Attachment 1) for a discussion of the positions of the State of California and the 
DON regarding California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550.4.) No 
downgradient drinking water wells are currently present on Base or within the anticipated flow path 
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NPZ-14 groundwater plume. The Nebo Main Base relies on a private water supplier for its water supply 
and use of groundwater is restricted under prior RODs. Hence, no receptors for NPZ-14 groundwater 
contamination were identified.  

No ecological risk assessment has been completed. Because depth to groundwater is approximately 135 
to 145 feet, risks to potential ecological receptors are not anticipated. 

Because TCE has been consistently detected above the MCL, remedial alternatives were developed for 
groundwater at NPZ 14. During the remedial action phase, contamination will likely remain in 
groundwater above the MCLs. However, the plume does not appear to extend offsite and does not pose 
a threat to current users of groundwater. 

D-7. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
The alternatives for treatment of groundwater include no action, MNA with LUCs, and air sparge (AS)/ 
soil vapor extraction (SVE) with LUCs. Remedial alternatives were developed in the OU 7 Feasibility 
Study (FS) (NOREAS and SES 2013); alternative details and cost estimates from the FS are provided in 
Table D-2. 

Table D-2 Remedial Alternatives Evaluated in the FS 

 Alternative Description Cost Estimate  

1 No Action No additional effort or resources expended Capital Cost 
Annual operation and 
maintenance (O&M) Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$0 
$0 

 
$0 

 
2 MNA with 

LUCs 
Monitor groundwater  
Implement LUCs  
Project duration 11 years 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost  
Site Closeout Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$99,000 
$41,000 
$93,000 

$751,000 

3 AS/SVE Design and install AS/SVE system with extracted 
vapors treated through granular activated carbon 
Monitor groundwater and soil vapor 
Implement LUCs  
Project duration 11 years 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost (Y1-5) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y5-10) 
Site closeout 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$1,200,000 
$195,000 
$20,000 

$373,000 
$3,109,000 

D-8. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 
The preferred alternative for addressing conditions at NPZ-14 is Alternative 2, MNA with LUCs. Based on 
current information, this alternative appears to provide the best balance of effectiveness and cost with 
respect to the nine U.S. EPA evaluation criteria used to evaluate alternatives (Table D-3).  
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Table D-3 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives 

CERCLA Criteria 

Groundwater Alternatives 

Alternative 1, 
No Action 

Alternative 2, 
MMA with LUCs 

Alternative 3, 
AS / SVE with LUCs 

Threshold Criteria 
Overall Protection of Human Health and 
the Environment 

3 3 4 

Compliance with ARARs 1a 5 5 
Balancing Criteria 
Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 3 3 4 
Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume 
through Treatment 

1 1 2 

Short-Term Effectiveness 3 3 2 
Implementability 5 5 3 
Present-Worth Cost 5 3 1 
Modifying Criteria 
State Acceptance 1 5 3 
Community Acceptance NR NR NC 

Notes: 
aNot applicable; the requirement to meet ARARs applies only when a response action is taken; scored low (not 
favorable)  
NR – not rated 
NC – no public comments received on the Proposed Plan or during public meeting 
Scoring 
5 = High (highly favorable)  
4 = Moderate to high 
3 = Moderate 
2 = Low to moderate 
1 = Low (not favorable) 

 

The following paragraphs present the outcomes of the evaluation performed for each alternative 
against the nine U.S. EPA criteria. 

Threshold Criteria (relate to the statutory requirements that each alternative must satisfy in order to be 
eligible for selection):   

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative 1 and the preferred alternative, Alternative 2, do not involve active treatment, but rely 
on natural attenuation of contaminants. Alternative 2 provides long-term monitoring to assure 
natural attenuation is working. Alternative 3 is considered more protective than the other two 
alternatives because it involves active treatment. 
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Compliance with ARARs 

The preferred, Alternatives 2, and Alternative 3 are expected to comply with ARARs. ARARs are not 
applicable to Alternative 1 because no response action would be taken.  

Primary Balancing Criteria (the technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based): 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

The preferred alternative, Alternative 2, would have moderate long-term effectiveness due to 
natural attenuation. Alternative 1 would presumably have the same effectiveness as the preferred 
alternative, but there would be no monitoring performed to assess that. Alternative 3 involves 
active treatment and would result in greater contaminant removal and moderate to high long-term 
effectiveness.  

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment 

Alternatives 1 and 2 (the preferred alternative) are rated low because no treatment would be 
performed. Alternative 3 is rated higher that the other two alternatives because it includes 
treatment.  

Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternatives 1 and 2 both are rated moderate for short-term effectiveness, because the only 
construction for Alternative 2 would be well installation. Alternative 3 is less favorable because 
construction or earthwork required for remediation system installation could cause short-term risk 
to construction workers. 

Implementability 

Alternative 1 is easy because no action would be taken. Alternative 2 is readily implementable 
because it involves installation of monitoring wells and performing groundwater monitoring. 
Alternative 3 was rated moderate because system construction, which has a higher degree of 
difficulty, would be required. 

Cost 

No cost is associated Alternative 1. The preferred alternative (Alternative 2) is moderately 
expensive, with an estimated cost of approximately $751,000 compared to the cost of Alternative 3 
of approximately $3,109,000.  

Modifying Criteria (including state acceptance and community acceptance): 

State Acceptance 

The State conditionally accepts the preferred alternative, Alternative 2, based on review and 
concurrence with the FS Report. The State recognizes that the DON is conducting additional 
groundwater investigations as well as additional modeling to further support the conclusions in the 
final FS. These data will be presented in future reports to assist the FFA. 
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Community Acceptance 

The proposed plan was released to the public on December 23, 2013, and was presented to the 
community at a public meeting held on January 15, 2014 (DON 2014). Based on the favorable 
response from the community on the DON’s preferred alternative, the community accepts and 
supports Alternative 2 as the selected remedy. No comments were received during the public 
comment period. 

D-9. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS  
In accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), the 
DON makes the following statutory determinations for the selected remedy. 

D-9.1. PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT 
The selected remedy is necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor exposure to COCs. The 
selected remedy will prevent exposure by monitoring natural attenuation of VOCs in groundwater and 
restricting use of the site to industrial uses. There are no short-term threats associated with the selected 
remedy that cannot be controlled. In addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the 
remedy. 

D-9.2. COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS 
NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the remedy will not meet, the waiver 
invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, 
location-, and action-specific ARARs. A complete discussion ARARs that apply to OU 7 is included in this 
ROD in Attachment 1. 

D-9.3. COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance with the NCP and U.S. 
EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of alternative as compared to cost) was 
considered in the selection of the preferred remedy.  

D-9.4. UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 
OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE 

The selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence. MNA with LUCs will be 
performed to monitor the natural degradation of COCs in groundwater and evaluate remedy 
effectiveness and protectiveness. 

D-9.5. PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT 
MNA with LUCs, the selected remedy for groundwater at NPZ-14 will not result in reduction in toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of contaminants through the use of treatment options. Treatment was not chosen 
as the principal element of the remedial action for groundwater at this site because MNA with LUCs will 
protect human health and the environment, achieve remedial action objectives (RAOs), comply with 
ARARs, is easy to implement, and has similar effectiveness to the other alternative evaluated in the FS 
that would employ treatment, for a much lower cost. Groundwater at this site currently has no known 
human or ecological receptors. 
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D-9.5.1. Five-Year Review Requirements 
Five-year reviews will be completed every five years at the site until contaminants are below levels that 
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. 

D-10. SELECTED REMEDY DESCRIPTION 
The selected remedy is Alternative 2, MNA, with LUCs to prevent potable use of groundwater on the 
Base. The selected remedy will protect human health and the environment, achieve RAOs, and comply 
with ARARs. In addition, Alternative 2 is easy to implement and has similar effectiveness to Alternative 3 
for a much lower cost. 

The selected remedy of MNA with LUCs relies on natural attenuation mechanisms to reduce the 
groundwater contamination to below cleanup levels. Natural attenuation mechanisms include 
biodegradation, sorption, dilution, volatilization, and dispersion. As part of this remedy, a 
comprehensive monitoring program will be implemented to verify the geochemical environment is 
conducive to natural attenuation and that contaminant concentrations are decreasing.  

Additional groundwater monitoring wells will be installed, as necessary, to adequately characterize the 
vertical and lateral extent of the VOC plume. A long-term monitoring plan will be implemented to 
provide the necessary data for evaluation of the on-going effectiveness and protectiveness of the MNA 
remedy.  

D-11. LAND USE CONTROLS 
The groundwater LUC boundary is shown on Figure 7 of the ROD. The Marine Corps Logistics Base 
(MCLB) Barstow Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010) will be amended to extend the LUCs for 
groundwater use to the NPZ 14 groundwater plume at the Nebo Main Base. For information and future 
planning purposes, a description of the history of this groundwater site and concentrations of VOCs in 
groundwater will be documented in the Base Master Plan. The wells will be surveyed and the DON’s GIS 
database will be updated so that well coordinates are available for review and planning. LUCs will 
include access restrictions to prevent potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved 
in the area of a groundwater plume containing contaminants of concern above MCLs, and well head 
treatment of potentially impacted water supply wells, consistent with the previously established LUCs 
(see OUs 1 and 2 ROD, Section 1.4.2). The groundwater LUC includes inspections and maintenance of 
monitoring and remedial wells (integrity of well monuments, well vaults, locks, or bolts). Engineering 
Controls include a sign indicating the presence of contaminants and instructions to contact the DON 
prior to digging; the sign will be placed near highest concentration monitoring well or as appropriate. 

D-12. REFERENCES 
Department of the Navy (DON). 2014. Final Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics 

Base Barstow, California. January 14. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). 2012. Concurrence Letter Regarding Comment 
Resolution on the Final Technical Memorandum, TCE Exceedances at Piezometer NPZ-14, Nebo 
Main Base, MCLB Barstow, California (Tetra Tech EC, 2010). From Ms. Soad Hakim, DTSC to Mr. 
Ralph Pearce, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest. March 2. 
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APPENDIX E CAOC 7 STRATUM 1 
Appendix E provides site details for Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act [CERCLA] area of concern (CAOC) 7 Stratum 11, a former waste disposal area in the far 
southeastern corner of Nebo Main Base (Figure E-1). Response actions under the Operable Unit (OU) 7 
Record of Decision (ROD) at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 include soil vapor extraction (SVE) to address volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) in the vadose zone beneath the site, monitored natural attenuation (MNA) 
of trichloroethene (TCE) in groundwater associated with the site, and land use controls (LUCs). Summary 
information for this site is provided in Section 4.3.3 of the ROD.  

E-1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 7 is a former waste disposal and drum storage area in the southern portion of the Nebo Main 
Base. The eastern area of CAOC 7 consists of Stratum 1 (a former burn dump and waste disposal area) 
and Stratum 3 (a drum storage and spillage area measuring approximately 900 by 900 feet) as shown in 
Figure E-1. The western area of CAOC 7 consists of Stratum 2 (a waste disposal area) and Stratum 4 
(former playground ware). Armored soil caps (coarse gravel over soil) were constructed over Stratum 1 
and 2 in 2000 and the other two strata were closed with LUCs only, in accordance with the OUs 5 and 6 
ROD (DON 1998a). The OU 7 ROD addresses additional response actions only at CAOC 7 Stratum 1. 

The waste disposal area that comprises CAOC 7 Stratum 1 was operated by the Marine Corps Logistics 
Base (MCLB) Barstow from the early 1950s until 1964. The site consists of an approximately 9-acre L 
shaped capped landfill with each leg measuring approximately 50 by 750 feet (Figure E-1). Depths of 
buried wastes are estimated to be 15 to 20 feet below the cap surface. LUCs include cap maintenance 
and engineering controls (ECs) of fencing, signage, and precipitation monitoring on the cap. Long-term 
groundwater monitoring is performed once every five years at three monitoring wells and semiannually 
at one down-gradient monitoring well (NSP 2).  

TCE concentrations in samples from monitoring well NSP-2 were initially non-detect in 1999 and early 
2000, but increased to a peak concentration of 25 micrograms per liter (µg/L) in 2007, then 
subsequently declined as illustrated in Graph E-1 (next page) (AIS TN&A Joint Venture [ATJV] 2014). TCE 
concentrations at NSP-2 were below the maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 5 µg/L in the four 
semiannual monitoring samples collected during 2012 and 2013. No other VOCs have been detected in 
groundwater from well NSP-2 or other monitoring wells associated with CAOC 7 Stratum 1.  

E-1.1. SECOND FIVE YEAR REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS AND REMEDY EVALUATION 
The Second Five-Year Review Report (DON 2007) recommended that if the concentration of TCE present 
in the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 downgradient monitoring well NSP-2 exceeded the MCL during the Annual 
2007 groundwater monitoring event, then the remedial action (RA) for this CAOC would need to be re-
evaluated for compliance with the threshold criteria; and if necessary, the selected remedy would be 
revised or enhanced with the concurrence of the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) signatories. 

 

1  Note on Site Nomenclature: The OU 7 Feasibility Study Report (NOREAS and Sealaska Environmental Services 
2014) identifies CAOC 7 Stratum 1 as “NSP-2”, which is a monitoring well for this site. However, the OU 7 ROD uses 
the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 site name. 
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Graph E-1 TCE Concentrations in Groundwater from Well NSP-2 (1999 – 2013) 

The activities listed below were completed for CAOC 7 to comply with the follow-up actions 
recommended in the Second Five-Year Report: 

• Review of CAOC 7 site background and history  

• Evaluation of groundwater TCE and tetrachloroethene (PCE) concentration trends 

• Evaluation of groundwater elevation trends in the vicinity of CAOC 7 

• Sampling of off-site groundwater at one groundwater monitoring well installed on private 
property east of Nebo Main Base and north of the Rifle Range 

• Evaluation of landfill cap moisture monitoring data 

• Evaluation of landfill cap settlement monument survey data. 

The remedy review was documented in a technical memorandum provided to the FFA for review and 
comment (DON 2009). The recommendations in the technical memorandum included: 

“Following four semiannual sampling events, TCE data for well NSP-2 will be reevaluated. At that time, if 
the TCE concentrations continue to be at levels observed between 2004 and 2007, additional follow-up 
actions will be recommended based on discussions with the FFA signatories. The four semiannual 
sampling events are expected to provide statistically representative TCE concentration data for well 
NSP-2. Additional follow-up actions will include investigations pertaining to the identification of the 
source and extent of groundwater contamination, as appropriate. Required additional follow-up actions 
may be conducted as a part of OU 7 additional investigations with concurrence from the FFA 
signatories.”  

The elevated TCE concentrations detected in groundwater from monitoring well NSP-2 between 2004 
and 2007 met the OUs 5 and 6 ROD’s trigger conditions for remedy reevaluation. The initial response to 
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the TCE concentrations detected in groundwater from well NSP-2, agreed upon by the FFA parties, was 
to increase the monitoring frequency from annual to semiannual. Subsequently, with FFA parties 
concurrence, the DON installed two multi-tier soil vapor monitoring wells to assess soil vapor in the 
vadose zone beneath the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 cap and one new groundwater monitoring well upgradient 
of the capped area. These actions and the results from samples collected from the new monitoring wells 
were documented in a Field Activities Report dated January 2012 (Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises 
[OTIE] 2012). 

E-1.2. INCLUSION OF CAOC 7 STRATUM 1 FURTHER RESPONSE ACTIONS IN THE OU 7 ROD 
In correspondence to the FFA parties dated 20 December 2013 (DON 2013), the DON proposed to 
address the subsurface VOCs detected at this site under the OU 7 ROD as an efficient way to implement 
the results of the remedy evaluation performed under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD. The FFA parties concurred 
with the proposal. 

E-2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
A summary of previous investigations, along with major findings is presented in Table E-1. No remedial 
actions have been completed for soil vapor and groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 to date. 

Table E-1 Summary of Previous Investigations 

Previous 
Investigation Reference Investigation Activities and Findings 

Groundwater and 
Soil Vapor 

Monitoring 

ATJV 2013a and 2014 
 

TCE had been detected in groundwater monitoring well NSP-2 near 
or slightly above the MCL of 5 µg/L beginning in 2001, then rose to 
a peak concentration of 25 µg/L in November 2007. TCE 
concentrations in this well then gradually decreased and were 
below the MCL in the 2012 and 2013 semiannual monitoring 
samples. 
Soil vapor samples have been collected since 2011 from two multi-
level vapor wells constructed through the Stratum 1 cap. In general, 
VOCs are detected in soil vapor samples in declining concentrations 
from shallow to deep. However, the concentrations of total VOCs 
measured in samples from the deepest soil vapor samples in April 
and October 2013, ranging from 8 µg/L to 170µg/L, indicates the 
soil vapor is a source of impacts to groundwater.  

Soil vapor and 
groundwater 

monitoring well 
installation at 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 

OTIE 2012 A subsurface investigation at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 was performed In 
2011. Two new multi-level soil vapor wells were installed through 
the cap at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 and one new groundwater monitoring 
well was installed upgradient of the capped area. TCE was not 
detected in groundwater from the new upgradient monitoring well. 
TCE was detected at 10 µg/L in a sample from groundwater 
monitoring well NSP-2 during this investigation. 
One sample of waste material was collected during vapor well 
installation; VOCs totaling 3.21 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) 
were detected in the wastes. Soil vapor samples from four screened 
intervals in each of the new soil vapor monitoring wells (NS7-V1 and 
NS7-V2) detected elevated VOCs from shallow to deep screens. The 
soil vapor concentrations indicated the link between Stratum 1 
wastes and groundwater at NSP-2.  
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E-3. SITE GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY 
Based on boring logs from groundwater and soil vapor wells installations, sediments at CAOC 7 Stratum 
1 consist primarily of sand with a varying proportion of silt (typically 30 percent[%]) and gravel (typically 
5%). Stringers of fines (silts and clays) were encountered, but were generally no greater than five feet in 
thickness. During drilling, the saturated zone was encountered between 185 and 190 feet below ground 
surface (bgs), as indicated by saturated soils and water entering the drill casing. Depth to groundwater 
in the completed monitoring well NS7-4 was approximately 175.2 feet bgs. The differences between the 
depths of groundwater from drilling and completed well suggested that groundwater in the saturated 
zone could be under semi-confined conditions (OTIE 2012). 

The groundwater levels in the southeastern portion of Nebo Main Base ranged from approximately 172 
to 183 feet bgs, with minor seasonal fluctuations observed, and relatively flat long-term trends. Based 
on the measured groundwater elevations at and around CAOC 7, the groundwater in that area flows to 
the southeast under a horizontal gradient of approximately 0.012 feet/foot (OTIE 2012). 

E-4. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
TCE is the only contaminant of concern (COC) in groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 and has been 
detected only in NSP-2. There are no off-Base receptors within 1 mile of the site (NOREAS, Inc. [NOREAS] 
and Sealaska Environmental Services [SES] 2013). The adjacent property is the MCLB Barstow Rifle 
Range; contaminated groundwater from CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is suspected to extend onto the Rifle Range 
however the downgradient extent has not yet been investigated. The DON will install four monitoring 
wells during 2014 to delineate the extent of the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 groundwater contamination. 
Additional wells will be installed, if needed. The additional data will be presented to the FFA in a future 
report.  

Limited historical data on the waste material buried at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is available. A sample (soil and 
ash) was collected from the waste at approximately 15 feet bgs from soil vapor well installation boring 
advanced through the cap. The significant VOCs detected in this waste sample were: TCE 
(2,900 micrograms per kilogram [μg/kg]), acetone (200 μg/kg), and 1,2-dichlorobenzene (110 μg/kg) 
(OTIE 2012). 

Thirty three VOCs were detected in soil vapor samples from the two soil vapor monitoring wells 
(Table E-2, following the text). In semiannual soil vapor sampling from 2011 through 2013, TCE was 
detected at concentrations ranging from 0.00025 µg/L at 90 and180 feet bgs during November 2012 to 
320 µg/L at 140 feet bgs during May 2012 (ATJV 2012, 2013a, and 2014). PCE was detected in soil vapor 
at concentrations ranging from 0.0036 µg/L at 180 feet bgs during November 2011 to 14 µg/L at 90 feet 
bgs during April 2013. Other VOCs detected at relatively low concentrations included benzene, 
1,2-dichloroethane, butane, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, chloromethane, and toluene. 
Concentrations of VOCs generally declined with depth in the two soil vapor wells, indicating that vertical 
contamination of the subsurface extends down to near the water table (OTIE 2012).  

E-5. FATE AND TRANSPORT 
TCE is present in groundwater downgradient of CAOC 7 Stratum 1 and has been detected in the buried 
waste and soil vapor samples collected from the underlying vadose zone. Therefore, it appears very 
likely that TCE has migrated from the waste (or prior waste disposal practices) to groundwater.  
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Dissolved phase TCE in groundwater is expected to move along with the bulk flow of groundwater by a 
process known as advection. TCE is generally persistent unless dechlorination and other natural 
attenuation processes are present in the aquifer. Dechlorination is not anticipated to be a significant 
process based on relatively high dissolved oxygen concentrations at NSP-2. Additionally, typical 
degradation products such as 1,2-dichloroethene have not been detected at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
monitoring wells.  

E-6. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
The conceptual site model for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is presented on Figure E-2. VOCs in groundwater at well 
NSP-2 and soil vapor beneath CAOC 7 Stratum 1 currently have no current known receptors or 
completed exposure pathways. Therefore, no human health risk assessment has been conducted for 
groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1. A potential risk associated with this site is the downgradient 
migration of contaminants in groundwater at concentrations exceeding the MCLs for drinking water; 
contaminants specifically include TCE currently present in groundwater and could potentially include 
other VOCs that could migrate from soil vapor to groundwater. However, no current downgradient 
drinking water wells have been identified. The MCLB Barstow Rifle Range is located downgradient of 
well NSP-2.  

Soil and soil vapor contamination poses no human health risk under the current land-use scenario based 
on LUCs enacted under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD. However, VOCs (especially TCE) are present at 
concentrations in soil and soil vapor that currently pose a contamination threat to groundwater. 

No ecological risk assessment has been completed. However, based on the depth of contaminated 
groundwater (approximately 186 feet bgs), risks to potential ecological receptors are not anticipated. 

E-7. ALTERNATIVES TO ADDRESS SOIL VAPOR 
The FS (NOREAS and SES 2013) addressed the remedies for soil vapor and groundwater separately. The 
following subsections summarize the evaluation of alternatives for the soil vapor contamination.  

E-7.1. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES – SOIL VAPOR 
The alternatives for treatment of soil vapor include no action, soil vapor monitoring, soil vapor 
extraction (SVE) in soils (above the groundwater table, or vadose zone) below the landfill wastes, and 
SVE in both vadose zone soils and landfill wastes. Remedial alternatives were developed in the OU 7 
Feasibility Study (FS) (NOREAS and SES 2013); alternative details and cost estimates from the FS are 
provided in Table E-3. 

Table E-3 Soil Vapor Alternatives Evaluated in the FS 

 Alternative Description Cost Estimate 

1 No Action No additional effort or resources 
expended 

Capital Cost 
Annual operation and 
maintenance (O&M) Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$0 
$0 
$0 

2 Soil Vapor 
Monitoring 

Monitor soil vapor in waste material 
and vadose zone below the waste.  
Implement LUCs 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost (Y1) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y2) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y3) 

$229,000 
$118,000 
$107,000 
$141,000 
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 Alternative Description Cost Estimate 

Annual O&M Cost (Y4-10) 
Site Closeout Cost 
Present-Worth Cost  
Time Frame – 11 years 

$53,000 
$126,000 
$1,329,000 

3 SVE, Vadose 
Zone Soil Only 

Design and install SVE system in vadose 
zone soil with extracted vapors treated 
through granular activated carbon 
(GAC) 
Perform monitoring and data evaluation 
Implement LUCs 
Project duration 11 years 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost (Y1-5) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y5-10) 
Site closeout 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$1,094,000 
$165,000 
$61,000 
$177,000 
$2,775,000 

4 SVE, Vadose 
Zone Soil and 
Landfill Waste 

Design and install SVE system in landfill 
waste and vadose zone soil with 
extracted vapors treated through GAC 
Perform monitoring and data evaluation 
Implement LUCs 
Project duration 11 years  

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost (Y1-5) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y6) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y7) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y8-10) 
Site closeout 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$2,655,000 
$636,000 
$140,000 
$150,000 
$98,000 
$254,000 
$7,463,000 

Note:   
The LUC and five-year review costs for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 were insignificant compared to other costs and were 
not included in the FS or this ROD. These costs will be identified in the remedial design (RD)/ RA work plan. 

E-7.2. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES– SOIL VAPOR 
The preferred alternative for addressing soil vapor contamination beneath CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is 
Alternative 3, SVE, and Vadose Zone Soil Only. Based on current information, Alternative 3 appears to 
provide the best balance of effectiveness and cost with respect to the nine United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) criteria used to evaluate alternatives. The remainder of this section 
discusses the performance of the preferred alternatives against the nine U.S. EPA evaluation criteria and 
notes how they compare to the other alternatives considered for soil vapor at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
(Table E-4, next page). Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative based on the comparative analysis. 

Table E-4 Summary of Comparative Analysis for Soil Vapor Alternatives 

CERCLA Criteria 

Soil Vapor Alternatives 

Alternative 1, 
No Action 

Alternative 2, 
Soil Vapor 

Monitoring 

Alternative 3, 
SVE, Vadose 

Zone Soil 
Only 

Alternative 4,  
 SVE, Vadose 
Zone Soil and 
Landfill Waste 

Threshold Criteria 
Overall Protection of Human Health and 
the Environment 1 2 4 4 

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant 
and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 1a 5 5 5 
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CERCLA Criteria 

Soil Vapor Alternatives 

Alternative 1, 
No Action 

Alternative 2, 
Soil Vapor 

Monitoring 

Alternative 3, 
SVE, Vadose 

Zone Soil 
Only 

Alternative 4,  
 SVE, Vadose 
Zone Soil and 
Landfill Waste 

Balancing Criteria 
Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence 1 2 4 4 

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume 
through Treatment 1 2 4 5 

Short-Term Effectiveness 3 2 2 2 
Implementability 5 4 4 3 
Present-Worth Cost 5 3 2 1 
Modifying Criteria 
State Acceptance 1 1 5 3 
Community Acceptance NR NR NC NC 
Notes:  
a Not applicable; the requirement to meet ARARs applies only when a response action is taken; scored low (not 
favorable)  
NR – not rated 
NC – no public comments received on the Proposed Plan or during public meeting 
 
Scoring  
5 = High (highly favorable)  
4 = Moderate to high  
3 = Moderate  
2 = Low to moderate  
1 = Low (not favorable) 

 

The following paragraphs present the outcomes of the evaluation performed for each alternative 
against the nine U.S. EPA criteria. 

Threshold Criteria (relate to the statutory requirements that each alternative must satisfy in order to be 
eligible for selection):   

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment  

Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils only) and Alternative 4 (SVE of vadose zone soil and landfill 
waste) are rated moderate to high for overall protectiveness because contaminants above action 
levels would be treated. Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 (soil vapor monitoring) are rated low and 
low to moderate for overall protectiveness because no treatment would be conducted.  
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Compliance with ARARs 

Alternative 2(soil vapor monitoring), Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils only) and Alternative 4 
(SVE of vadose zone soil and landfill waste) are expected to comply with ARARs. ARARs are not 
applicable to Alternative 1 because no remedial action would be taken. 

Primary Balancing Criteria (the technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based): 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence  

Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils only) and Alternative 4 (SVE of vadose zone soil and landfill 
waste) are rated moderate to high for this criterion because contaminants above the action level 
would be permanently removed, enhancing long-term effectiveness. Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 
(soil vapor monitoring) are rated low and low to moderate because no treatment would be 
conducted. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment 

Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils only) and Alternative 4 (SVE of vadose zone soil and landfill 
waste) are rated moderate to high and high because they directly specify treatment. Alternatives 1 
(no action) and 2 (soil vapor monitoring) are rated the low and low to moderate because no 
treatment would be conducted.  

Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative 1 (no action) is rated moderate because no site activities would be performed, and 
short-term risks to groundwater posed by TCE in soil vapor would not be mitigated. Alternative 
2(soil vapor monitoring), Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils only) and Alternative 4 (SVE of 
vadose zone soil and landfill waste) are rated low to moderate because remediation and 
construction workers would have minor short-term risks from exposure to TCE in soil vapor. 

Implementability 

Alternative 1 (no action) has the highest implementability because no action would be taken. 
Alternative 2(soil vapor monitoring) and Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils only) are rated 
moderate to high because they involve installation of soil vapor probes or SVE systems. Alternative 4 
(SVE of vadose zone soil and landfill waste) is rated moderate because it involves installation of SVE 
wells within vadose zone soil and landfill waste. 

Cost 

The cost for the preferred Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils only) is $2,775,000, and is the least 
costly of the two alternatives that provide active remediation. Alternative 4 (SVE of vadose zone soil 
and landfill waste) is the most expensive at $7,463,000. Alternative 2 (soil vapor monitoring) has 
cost of $1,329,000, which is considered moderate. No cost is associated with Alternative 1 
(no action). 
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Modifying Criteria (including state acceptance and community acceptance): 

State Acceptance 

The State of California accepts the DON’s selected remedy, Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils 
only), based on review and concurrence with the FS Report.  

Community Acceptance 

The proposed plan was released to the public on December 23, 2013, and was presented to the 
community at a public meeting held on January 15, 2014 (DON 2014). Based on the favorable 
response from the community on the DON’s proposed actions, the community accepts and supports 
Alternative 3 (SVE of vadose zone soils only) as the selected remedy. No comments were received 
during the public comment period. 

E-8. ALTERNATIVES TO ADDRESS GROUNDWATER  
The FS addressed the remedies for the soil vapor and groundwater separately. The following subsections 
summarize the evaluation of alternatives for groundwater. 

E-8.1. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES – GROUNDWATER 
The alternatives for treatment of groundwater include no action, MNA with LUCs, and air sparge curtain 
with LUCs. Remedial alternatives were developed in the FS; alternative details and cost estimates from 
the FS are provided in Table E-5. 

Table E-5 Groundwater Alternatives Evaluated in the FS 

 Alternative Description Cost Estimate 

1 No Action No additional effort or resources 
expended 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$0 
$0 
$0 
 

2 MNA with 
LUCs 

Monitor groundwater 
Implement LUCs  
Project duration 11 years 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost  
Site Closeout Cost 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$136,000 
$41,000 
$122,000 
$832,000 

3 Air Sparge 
Curtain with 
LUCs 

Design and install SVE system with 
extracted vapors treated through GAC 
Perform monitoring and data evaluation 
Implement LUCs 
Project duration 11 years 

Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost (Y1-5) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y6) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y7) 
Annual O&M Cost (Y8-10) 
Site closeout 
Present-Worth Cost 
Time Frame – 11 years 

$1,678,000 
$224,000 
$42,000 
$46,000 
$21,000 
$713,000 
$4,162,000 
 

Note:   
The LUC and five-year review costs for Alternatives 2 and 3 were insignificant compared to other costs and were 
not included in the FS or this ROD. The LUC implementation costs will be identified in the RD/RA work plan. 
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E-8.2. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES - GROUNDWATER  
The preferred alternative for addressing groundwater conditions at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is Alternative 2, 
MNA with LUCs. Based on current information, Alternative 2 appears to provide the best balance of 
effectiveness and cost with respect to the nine U.S. EPA criteria used to evaluate alternatives. The 
remainder of this section discusses the performance of the preferred alternatives against the nine 
U.S. EPA evaluation criteria and notes how they compare to the other alternatives considered for 
groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (Table E-6). Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative based on the 
comparative analysis. 

Table E-6 Summary of Comparative Analysis for Groundwater Alternatives 

 Groundwater Alternatives 

CERCLA Criteria 
Alternative 1, 

No Action 
Alternative 2, 

MNA with LUCs 

Alternative 3,  
Air Sparge Curtain 

with LUCs 

Threshold Criteria 
Overall Protection of Human Health and 
the Environment 

3 3 4 

Compliance with ARARs 1a 5 5 
Balancing Criteria 
Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence 

3 3 4 

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or 
Volume through Treatment 

1 1 2 

Short-Term Effectiveness 3 3 2 
Implementability 5 5 3 
Cost (Present Worth) 5 4 1 
Modifying Criteria 
State Acceptance 1 5 3 
Community Acceptance NR NC NC 
Notes:  
a Not applicable; the requirement to meet ARARs applies only when a response action is taken; scored low (not 
favorable)  
NR – not rated 
NC – no public comments received on the Proposed Plan or during public meeting 

 

Scoring  
5 = High (highly favorable)  
4 = Moderate to high  
3 = Moderate  
2 = Low to moderate  
1 = Low (not favorable) 
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The following paragraphs present the outcomes of the evaluation performed for each alternative 
against the nine U.S. EPA criteria. 

Threshold Criteria (relate to the statutory requirements that each alternative must satisfy in order to be 
eligible for selection): 

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment  

Alternative 3 (air sparge curtain with LUCs) is considered more protective than Alternatives 1(no 
action) and 2 (MNA with LUCs) because active treatment would occur. No active treatment is 
associated with Alternative 2 (the preferred alternative); however, natural attenuation would 
account for some degree of contaminant removal and, therefore, both are rated moderate.  

Compliance with ARARs 

Alternatives 2 (MNA with LUCs) and 3 (air sparge curtain with LUCs) both are expected to comply 
with ARARs. ARARs are not applicable to Alternative 1 (no action) because no response action would 
be taken.  

Primary Balancing Criteria (the technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based): 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence  

Alternative 3 (air sparge curtain with LUCs) has greater long-term effectiveness than the other two 
alternatives, because it involves active treatment. Under Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 (MNA with 
LUCs), natural attenuation is the only means of contaminant removal. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment 

Alternative 3 (air sparge curtain with LUCs) is rated higher and considered preferable because 
sparging would treat groundwater even though such treatment may not be highly efficient. 
Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 (MNA with LUCs) are rated low because no treatment would be 
performed. 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative 3 (air sparge curtain with LUCs) is rated low to moderate for this criterion because it 
does not mitigate minor short-term risks to groundwater posed by TCE in soil vapor and 
construction work is involved, causing risk to site remediation workers. 

Implementability 

Implementability is highest for Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 (MNA with LUCs) because, other than 
installation of additional monitoring wells and groundwater monitoring under Alternative 2, no 
other action would be taken. Groundwater Alternative 3 (air sparge curtain with LUCs) is less 
favorable for implementability because system construction has a higher degree of difficulty. 
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Cost 

The cost of the preferred alternative, MNA with LUCs, is $832,000, which is much less than the cost 
of Alternative 3 (air sparge curtain with LUCs), $4,162,000. Alternative 1 (no action) has no cost. 

Modifying Criteria (including state acceptance and community acceptance): 

State Acceptance 

The State of California conditionally accepted the DON’s preferred remedy, Alternative 2 (MNA with 
LUCs). The State recognizes that the DON is conducting additional groundwater investigations as 
well as additional modeling to further support the conclusions in the final FS. These data will be 
presented in a technical memorandum to assist the State agencies in documenting cleanup goals 
consistent with State law and past DON and State remedial approaches. 

Community Acceptance 

The proposed plan was released to the public on December 23, 2013, and was presented to the 
community at a public meeting held on January 15, 2014 (DON 2014). Based on the generally 
favorable response from the community on the DON’s proposed actions, the community accepts 
and supports MNA with LUCs as the selected remedy. No comments were received during the public 
comment period. 

Based on the evaluation, the DON’s selected remedy is Alternative 2, MNA with LUCs to prevent potable 
use of groundwater on the Base. The selected remedy will protect human health and the environment 
and comply with ARARs, meets the primary balancing criteria and is acceptable to the state. In addition, 
MNA with LUCs is easy to implement and has similar effectiveness to Alternative 3 for a much lower 
cost.  

E-9. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS  
In accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), the 
DON makes the following statutory determinations for both soil vapor and groundwater remedies. 

E-9.1. PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT 
The selected remedies are necessary to prevent human and ecological receptor exposure to COCs. The 
selected remedies will prevent exposure by monitoring natural attenuation of VOCs in groundwater, 
extracting and treating soil vapor from vadose zone soil only, and restricting use of the site to industrial 
uses. There are no short-term threats associated with the selected remedies that cannot be controlled. 
In addition, no adverse cross-media impacts are expected from the remedies. 

E-9.2. COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS 
NCP §§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) and (C) require that a ROD describe the Federal and State ARARs that the 
remedy will attain and describe the Federal and State ARARs that the remedy will not meet, the waiver 
invoked, and justification for invoking the waiver. The selected remedy is expected to meet chemical-, 
location-, and action-specific ARARs. A complete discussion of ARARs that apply to OU 7 is included in 
this ROD in Attachment 1. 
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E-9.3. COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
The FS evaluated the cost effectiveness of the remedial alternatives in accordance with the NCP and 
U.S. EPA ROD guidance. Cost effectiveness (overall effectiveness of alternative as compared to cost) was 
considered in the selection of the preferred remedies.  

E-9.4. UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 
OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE 

The selected remedies for soil vapor and groundwater provide long-term effectiveness and permanence.  

Soil vapor 

SVE of Vadose Zone Soil Only will permanently remove COCs in soil vapor. Extracted vapors will be 
treated with GAC. Contaminants will be permanently removed and disposed of off-site.  

Groundwater 

MNA will be performed to monitor the degradation of COCs in groundwater and to evaluate remedy 
performance including effectiveness and protectiveness. LUCs will be implemented to prevent exposure 
to contaminants in groundwater. 

E-9.5. PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT 
Soil vapor 

The selected remedy for soil vapor at CAOC 7 Stratum 1, SVE for Vadose Zone Soil Only, would satisfy 
the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element. COCs would be extracted from the soil 
using SVE technology and the extracted vapor would be treated using GAC. The GAC would then be 
regenerated by destroying VOCs either thermally or by some other method.  

Groundwater 

The selected remedy for groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1, MNA with LUCs, would not result in 
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through the use of treatment options. MNA 
with LUCs will protect human health and the environment, achieve remedial action objectives, comply 
with ARARs, is easy to implement, and has similar effectiveness to the alternative evaluated in the FS 
that would employ treatment, for a much lower cost. Groundwater on-Base or within the estimated 
plume extent off-Base have no known human or ecological receptors. 

E-9.6. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REQUIREMENTS 
A statutory five-year review will be completed every five years at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 because 
contaminants will remain on-site at levels above those allowed for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure. 

E-10. SELECTED REMEDY DESCRIPTIONS 
E-10.1. DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY – SOIL VAPOR 
The selected remedy is Alternative 3, SVE Vadose Zone Soil Only. The selected remedy is the most 
favorable among the four alternatives evaluated in the FS. Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 (soil vapor 
monitoring only) are not acceptable because contaminants are above the action level and these 
alternatives provide no active treatment.  
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The selected remedy for soil vapor involves SVE in vadose zone soils. SVE wells would be installed in the 
vadose zone at depths determined during the RD phase. Additional characterization may be required. 
Design and performance criteria will be established during the RD phase and documented in the RD/RA 
work plan, which will be submitted to the FFA for review and comment. See ROD Section 4.4.2 for SVE 
remedy implementation information. Performance monitoring for VOCs would be conducted in 
multilevel vapor probes on a semiannual basis initially to ascertain temporal contaminant trends. 
Monitoring also would include periodic measurement of VOCs in extracted vapor. The SVE system will 
be optimized as needed to ensure protectiveness of the remedy. 

E-10.2. DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY – GROUNDWATER 
The selected remedy of MNA with LUCs for groundwater and soil relies on natural attenuation 
mechanisms to reduce the groundwater contamination to below cleanup levels. Natural attenuation 
mechanisms include biodegradation, sorption, dilution, volatilization, and dispersion. As part of this 
remedy, a comprehensive monitoring program will be implemented to verify the geochemical 
environment is conducive to natural attenuation and that contaminant concentrations are decreasing.  

Additional groundwater monitoring wells will be installed to adequately characterize the vertical and 
lateral extent of the VOC plume. A long-term monitoring plan will be implemented to provide the 
necessary data for evaluation of the on-going effectiveness and protectiveness of the remedy. The 
process for evaluating the effectiveness and protectiveness of the remedy is described in Section 4.4 in 
the main text of the ROD. 

E-11. LAND USE CONTROL 
E-11.1. LAND USE CONTROLS FOR SVE REMEDY 
LUCs were implemented in the Base Master Plan for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 under the OUs 5 and 6 ROD 
(DON 1998a). The LUCs requires that any actions planned in the CAOC 7 areas or changes in site use 
must be coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division, in accordance with the 
Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). Engineering controls (ECs) including signage, fencing, and 
maintenance requirements are already in place at CAOC 7 Stratum 1. LUCs for this site will be extended 
to include protection of monitoring and remediation systems and wells as necessary. The additional 
LUCs for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 will be defined in the RD/RA work plan. The Base Master Plan will be 
updated to incorporate any new LUCs for this site. 

E-11.2. LAND USE CONTROLS FOR GROUNDWATER 
The groundwater LUC boundary is shown on Figure 7 of the ROD. The MCLB Barstow Base Master Plan 
(MCLB Barstow 2010) will be amended to extend the LUCs for groundwater use to the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
groundwater plume at the Rifle Range. The groundwater LUC boundary for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 will be 
extended onto the Nebo Main Base Rifle Range at a distance approximately seven times the confirmed 
plume lateral extent (long axis). For information and future planning purposes, a description of the 
history of this groundwater site and concentrations of VOCs in groundwater will be documented in the 
Base Master Plan. The wells will be surveyed and the DON’s geographic information system database 
will be updated so that well coordinates are available for review and planning. The groundwater LUC will 
include access restrictions to prevent potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved 
in the area of a groundwater plume containing COCs above MCLs, and well head treatment of 
potentially impacted water supply wells, consistent with the previously established LUCs (see OUs 1 and 
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2 ROD, Section 1.4.2) (DON 1998b). Groundwater LUCs include inspections and maintenance of 
monitoring and remedial wells (integrity of well monuments, well vaults, locks, or bolts). ECs will include 
a sign indicating the presence of contaminants and instructions to contact the DON prior to digging; the 
sign will be placed near highest concentration monitoring well or as appropriate as defined in the RD/RA 
work plan. All work performed on the Rifle Range, which includes critical habitat for the federally-
threatened desert tortoise, will be in compliance with the MCLB Barstow Integrated Natural Resource 
Management Plan (MCLB Barstow 2005). 

Implementation of LUCs is described in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 
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Table	E‐2
VOCs	Detected	in	Soil	Vapor	(µg/L)

CAOC	7,	Nebo	Main	Base
MCLB	Barstow,	California

Sample Location NS7‐V1‐48 NS7‐V1‐48 NS7‐V1‐48 NS7‐V1‐48 NS7‐V1‐48 NS7‐V1‐90 NS7‐V1‐90 NS7‐V1‐90 NS7‐V1‐90 NS7‐V1‐90 NS7‐V1‐90 NS7‐V1‐135 NS7‐V1‐135 NS7‐V1‐135 NS7‐V1‐135
Sample ID 2011081‐035 2011081‐262 NS7‐V1‐48 2011081‐532 2011081‐682 2011081‐036 2011081‐263 NS7‐V1‐90 2011081‐530 2011081‐531 2011081‐683 2011081‐037 2011081‐264 NS7‐V1‐135 2011081‐529
Sample Date 11/8/2011 5/8/2012 11/8/2012 4/29/2013 10/29/2013 11/15/2011 5/8/2012 11/8/2012 4/29/2013 4/29/2013 10/29/2013 11/8/2011 5/8/2012 11/8/2012 4/29/2013
SampleType N N N N N N N N N FD N N N N N
1,1,2‐Trichloro‐1,2,2‐Trifluoroethane <0.023 <0.031 J <0.061 0.0015 J <0.0026 <0.017 <0.031 <0.061 <0.038 <0.038 <0.0025 <0.007 <0.031 J <0.061 <0.015
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane <0.02 <0.026 J <0.044 0.0045 J 0.0048 <0.015 <0.026 <0.044 <0.027 <0.027 0.0057 <0.0061 <0.026 J <0.044 <0.011
1,1‐Dichloroethane <0.012 <0.017 J <0.081 <0.0038 <0.0034 <0.0092 <0.017 <0.081 <0.051 <0.051 <0.0033 <0.0038 <0.017 J <0.081 <0.02
1,1‐Dichloroethene <0.013 <0.017 J <0.079 <0.0038 <0.0034 <0.0096 <0.017 <0.079 <0.05 <0.05 0.0019 J <0.004 <0.017 J <0.079 <0.02
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene <0.16 <0.21 <0.059 0.0034 J <0.0025 <0.12 <0.21 <0.059 <0.037 <0.037 <0.0024 <0.049 <0.21 <0.059 <0.015
1,2,4‐Trimethylbenzene <0.048 <0.064 <0.039 0.0023 J 0.0012 J <0.035 <0.064 <0.039 <0.025 <0.025 0.0018 J <0.015 <0.064 <0.039 <0.0098
1,2‐Dibromoethane <0.025 <0.034 <0.031 0.00079 J <0.0013 <0.019 <0.034 <0.031 <0.019 <0.019 <0.0013 <0.0078 <0.034 <0.031 <0.0077
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene <0.02 <0.026 <0.024 0.0016 J <0.001 <0.015 <0.026 <0.024 0.01 J <0.015 <0.00098 <0.0061 <0.026 <0.024 <0.006
1,2‐Dichloroethane 0.041 J 0.16 J 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.083 0.53 0.61 0.55 0.6 0.64 0.07 0.79 J 0.66 0.04
1,2‐Dichloropropane <0.016 <0.021 J <0.037 0.0055 <0.0016 <0.012 <0.021 <0.037 <0.023 <0.023 <0.0015 <0.0048 <0.021 J <0.037 <0.0092
1,3,5‐Trimethylbenzene <0.024 <0.033 <0.039 0.0013 J <0.0017 <0.018 <0.033 <0.039 <0.025 <0.025 0.00058 J <0.0076 <0.033 <0.039 <0.0098
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene <0.023 <0.031 <0.024 0.0019 J <0.001 <0.017 <0.031 <0.024 0.012 J <0.015 <0.00098 <0.0072 <0.031 <0.024 <0.006
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene <0.024 <0.032 <0.024 0.0016 J <0.001 <0.018 <0.032 <0.024 0.013 J <0.015 <0.00098 <0.0074 <0.032 <0.024 <0.006
Acetone <0.054 <0.091 J 0.025 0.091 <0.019 <0.12 0.083 0.12 0.13 0.12 B <0.074 J 0.033
Benzene 0.022 J <0.012 J <0.026 0.0074 0.0086 0.011 J <0.012 <0.026 <0.016 <0.016 0.018 0.012 J 0.02 J 0.015 J <0.0064
Butane 0.27 0.016 J 0.0043 J 0.0037 J 0.11 0.12 0.038 J 0.037 J 0.024 0.56 0.19 J <0.024
Carbon tetrachloride 0.072 J 0.098 J 0.092 J 0.11 0.15 0.048 J 0.11 J 0.15 0.15 J 0.16 J 0.21 0.044 0.27 J 0.2 <0.031
Chlorobenzene <0.015 <0.02 <0.018 <0.00087 <0.00078 <0.011 <0.02 <0.018 <0.012 <0.012 <0.00075 <0.0046 <0.02 <0.018 <0.0046
Chloroethane <0.012 <0.016 J <0.13 <0.0063 <0.0056 <0.009 <0.016 <0.13 <0.082 <0.082 0.0089 J <0.0037 <0.016 J <0.13 <0.033
Chloroform 0.4 0.62 J 0.61 0.56 0.67 0.22 0.79 0.83 0.8 0.87 1 0.17 1.1 J 0.91 0.068
Chloromethane <0.006 <0.0081 <0.041 0.005 0.0067 0.0096 J 0.11 <0.041 0.054 J 0.056 J 0.13 0.017 <0.0081 <0.041 0.017 J
cis‐1,2‐Dichloroethene <0.016 <0.021 J <0.032 0.0023 J 0.0027 J <0.012 <0.021 <0.032 <0.02 <0.02 0.004 <0.0048 <0.021 J <0.032 <0.0079
Dichlorodifluoromethane <0.021 <0.029 J <0.099 0.004 J 0.0041 J <0.016 <0.029 <0.099 <0.062 <0.062 0.0048 J <0.0065 <0.029 J <0.099 <0.025
Ethylbenzene <0.015 <0.02 <0.017 0.0016 J 0.00076 J <0.011 <0.02 <0.017 <0.011 <0.011 0.0017 J <0.0045 <0.02 <0.017 <0.0043
Methylene chloride <0.1 <0.14 J <0.082 0.053 0.047 <0.077 <0.14 <0.15 0.13 0.14 0.12 0.051 J 0.21 J <0.22 0.019 J
o‐Xylene <0.016 <0.021 <0.017 0.002 J 0.0013 J <0.012 <0.021 <0.017 <0.011 <0.011 0.0024 J <0.0048 <0.021 <0.017 <0.0043
Styrene <0.023 <0.03 <0.034 0.0018 J 0.0017 J <0.017 <0.03 <0.034 <0.021 <0.021 0.0013 J <0.007 <0.03 <0.034 <0.0085
Tetrachloroethene 0.086 J 0.12 J 0.12 J 0.14 0.15 <0.017 0.085 J 0.17 0.12 0.18 0.16 <0.0069 0.27 0.19 0.018 J
Toluene <0.013 0.041 J <0.03 0.0053 0.0021 J 0.015 J 0.021 J <0.03 <0.019 <0.019 0.0087 0.044 <0.018 <0.03 0.0032 J
Trichloroethene 57 150 150 45 79 38 92 190 86 130 120 20 170 270 17
Trichlorofluoromethane <0.013 <0.017 J <0.11 0.0021 J 0.0019 J <0.0096 <0.017 <0.11 <0.07 <0.07 0.0018 J <0.004 <0.017 J <0.11 <0.028
Vinyl chloride <0.0076 <0.01 J <0.051 <0.0024 <0.0022 <0.0057 <0.01 <0.051 <0.032 <0.032 0.012 <0.0024 <0.01 J <0.051 <0.013
Xylenes, m & p <0.098 <0.13 <0.035 0.0049 J 0.003 J <0.073 <0.13 <0.035 <0.022 <0.022 0.0049 J <0.03 <0.13 <0.035 <0.0087
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Table	E‐2
VOCs	Detected	in	Soil	Vapor	(µg/L)

CAOC	7,	Nebo	Main	Base
MCLB	Barstow,	California

Sample Location
Sample ID
Sample Date
SampleType
1,1,2‐Trichloro‐1,2,2‐Trifluoroethane
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane
1,1‐Dichloroethane
1,1‐Dichloroethene
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene
1,2,4‐Trimethylbenzene
1,2‐Dibromoethane
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene
1,2‐Dichloroethane
1,2‐Dichloropropane
1,3,5‐Trimethylbenzene
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene
Acetone
Benzene
Butane
Carbon tetrachloride
Chlorobenzene
Chloroethane
Chloroform
Chloromethane
cis‐1,2‐Dichloroethene
Dichlorodifluoromethane
Ethylbenzene
Methylene chloride
o‐Xylene
Styrene
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
Trichloroethene
Trichlorofluoromethane
Vinyl chloride
Xylenes, m & p

NS7‐V1‐135 NS7‐V1‐180 NS7‐V1‐180 NS7‐V1‐180 NS7‐V1‐180 NS7‐V1‐180 NS7‐V1‐180 NS7‐V2‐50 NS7‐V2‐50 NS7‐V2‐50 NS7‐V2‐50 NS7‐V2‐50 NS7‐V2‐90 NS7‐V2‐90 NS7‐V2‐90
2011081‐684 2011081‐038 2011081‐265 NS7‐V1‐180 2011081‐528 2011081‐685 2011081‐697 2011081‐031 2011081‐257 NS7‐V2‐50 2011081‐527 2011081‐686 2011081‐032 2011081‐039 2011081‐258
10/29/2013 11/8/2011 5/8/2012 11/8/2012 4/29/2013 10/29/2013 10/29/2013 11/8/2011 5/8/2012 11/8/2012 4/29/2013 10/29/2013 11/9/2011 11/9/2011 5/8/2012

N N N N N N FD N N N N N N FD N
<0.0027 <0.00077 <0.031 <0.061 <0.038 <0.0061 <0.0041 <0.033 <0.031 <0.061 <0.038 <0.004 <0.02 <0.051 <0.031
0.0032 J <0.00066 <0.026 <0.044 <0.027 <0.0044 <0.0029 <0.029 <0.026 J <0.044 <0.027 0.014 <0.017 <0.044 <0.026
0.0019 J <0.00042 <0.017 <0.081 <0.051 <0.0081 <0.0054 <0.018 <0.017 <0.081 <0.051 0.0029 J <0.011 <0.028 <0.017
0.0029 J <0.00043 <0.017 <0.079 <0.05 <0.0079 <0.0053 <0.019 <0.017 <0.079 <0.05 0.0068 J <0.011 <0.029 <0.017
<0.0026 <0.0054 <0.21 <0.059 <0.037 <0.0059 <0.004 <0.23 <0.21 <0.059 <0.037 <0.0039 <0.14 <0.36 <0.21
0.0027 J <0.0016 <0.064 <0.039 <0.025 0.0014 J 0.0014 J <0.069 <0.064 <0.039 <0.025 0.0019 J <0.042 <0.11 <0.064
<0.0014 <0.00086 <0.034 <0.031 <0.019 <0.0031 <0.0021 <0.037 <0.034 <0.031 <0.019 <0.002 <0.023 <0.057 <0.034
<0.0011 <0.00066 <0.026 <0.024 <0.015 <0.0024 <0.0016 <0.029 <0.026 <0.024 <0.015 0.0032 J <0.017 <0.044 <0.026

0.48 <0.00038 0.094 0.09 0.084 0.36 0.32 0.18 0.15 0.21 0.27 0.24 <0.01 <0.026 0.16
<0.0016 <0.00053 <0.021 <0.037 <0.023 <0.0037 <0.0025 1.4 0.88 J 1.4 1.8 1.3 0.29 J 0.13 J 1.4
0.0012 J <0.00083 <0.033 <0.039 <0.025 <0.0039 <0.0026 <0.036 <0.033 <0.039 <0.025 <0.0026 <0.022 <0.055 <0.033
<0.0011 <0.00078 <0.031 <0.024 <0.015 <0.0024 <0.0016 <0.034 <0.031 <0.024 <0.015 0.0018 J <0.021 <0.052 <0.031
<0.0011 <0.00081 <0.032 <0.024 <0.015 <0.0024 <0.0016 <0.035 <0.032 <0.024 <0.015 <0.0016 <0.021 <0.054 <0.032

0.077 0.24 EB <0.018 0.15 <0.0048 0.061 <0.053 <0.035 0.036 J 0.061 <0.037 <0.031 <0.11
0.026 0.0029 0.034 J 0.024 J 0.014 J 0.04 0.035 0.04 J <0.012 J <0.026 <0.016 0.011 0.028 J <0.02 0.037 J
0.087 0.014 0.39 0.26 0.32 0.28 0.89 0.046 J <0.059 0.013 J 0.33 0.25 J 0.27

0.2 <0.00062 0.24 0.16 0.06 J 0.26 0.23 <0.027 <0.025 J <0.13 <0.079 0.017 J <0.016 <0.041 0.11 J
<0.00081 <0.0005 <0.02 <0.018 <0.012 <0.0018 <0.0012 <0.022 <0.02 <0.018 <0.012 0.0075 <0.013 <0.033 <0.02

0.013 0.0021 <0.016 <0.13 <0.082 0.0069 J 0.0064 J <0.018 <0.016 <0.13 <0.082 <0.0086 <0.011 <0.027 <0.016
1.1 0.0012 J 0.53 0.4 0.27 0.77 0.69 1.4 1.1 1.6 1.9 1.5 0.48 0.27 2.4

0.19 0.029 <0.0081 <0.041 0.094 0.033 0.03 <0.0087 <0.0081 <0.041 <0.026 0.026 <0.0053 <0.013 0.037 J
0.0046 <0.00053 <0.021 <0.032 <0.02 0.005 J 0.0039 J <0.023 <0.021 <0.032 <0.02 0.0063 <0.014 <0.035 <0.021
0.005 J 0.0027 <0.029 <0.099 <0.062 0.007 J 0.0061 J <0.031 <0.029 <0.099 <0.062 0.0034 J <0.019 <0.048 <0.029

0.0028 J 0.0038 <0.02 <0.017 <0.011 0.0016 J 0.0013 J <0.021 <0.02 <0.017 <0.011 0.0013 J <0.013 <0.033 <0.02
0.16 <0.0035 <0.14 <0.11 0.062 J 0.14 0.13 <0.15 <0.14 <0.083 0.073 J 0.051 0.15 J <0.23 0.46 J

0.0035 J 0.0032 <0.021 <0.017 <0.011 0.0029 J 0.0027 J <0.023 <0.021 <0.017 <0.011 0.0016 J <0.014 <0.035 <0.021
0.0018 J 0.0026 J <0.03 <0.034 <0.021 <0.0034 0.00083 J <0.033 <0.03 <0.034 <0.021 0.00095 J <0.02 <0.051 <0.03

0.13 0.0036 0.48 0.079 J 0.025 J 0.14 0.12 4 2.7 7.3 7.7 5 2.5 1.5 7.6
0.011 0.043 <0.018 <0.03 0.011 J 0.0095 0.0072 0.034 J <0.018 <0.03 <0.019 0.0066 <0.012 <0.03 0.028 J
110 0.0055 210 150 34 160 170 87 78 150 100 91 46 31 170

<0.0049 0.0019 J <0.017 <0.11 <0.07 <0.011 <0.0075 <0.019 <0.017 <0.11 <0.07 <0.0073 <0.011 <0.029 <0.017
0.016 <0.00026 <0.01 <0.051 <0.032 0.0083 J 0.0076 J <0.011 <0.01 <0.051 <0.032 0.0021 J <0.0068 <0.017 <0.01

0.0079 0.011 <0.13 <0.035 <0.022 0.0044 J 0.0038 J <0.14 <0.13 <0.035 <0.022 0.0035 J <0.087 <0.22 <0.13
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Table	E‐2
VOCs	Detected	in	Soil	Vapor	(µg/L)

CAOC	7,	Nebo	Main	Base
MCLB	Barstow,	California

Sample Location
Sample ID
Sample Date
SampleType
1,1,2‐Trichloro‐1,2,2‐Trifluoroethane
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane
1,1‐Dichloroethane
1,1‐Dichloroethene
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene
1,2,4‐Trimethylbenzene
1,2‐Dibromoethane
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene
1,2‐Dichloroethane
1,2‐Dichloropropane
1,3,5‐Trimethylbenzene
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene
Acetone
Benzene
Butane
Carbon tetrachloride
Chlorobenzene
Chloroethane
Chloroform
Chloromethane
cis‐1,2‐Dichloroethene
Dichlorodifluoromethane
Ethylbenzene
Methylene chloride
o‐Xylene
Styrene
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
Trichloroethene
Trichlorofluoromethane
Vinyl chloride
Xylenes, m & p

NS7‐V2‐90 NS7‐V2‐90 NS7‐V2‐90 NS7‐V2‐90 NS7‐V2‐140 NS7‐V2‐140 NS7‐V2‐140 NS7‐V2‐140 NS7‐V2‐140 NS7‐V2‐180 NS7‐V2‐180 NS7‐V2‐180 NS7‐V2‐180 NS7‐V2‐180
2011081‐259 NS7‐V2‐80 2011081‐526 2011081‐687 2011081‐033 2011081‐260 NS7‐V2‐140 2011081‐525 2011081‐688 2011081‐034 2011081‐261 NS7‐V2‐180 2011081‐524 2011081‐689

5/8/2012 11/8/2012 4/29/2013 10/29/2013 11/9/2011 5/8/2012 11/8/2012 4/29/2013 10/29/2013 11/9/2011 5/8/2012 11/8/2012 4/29/2013 10/29/2013
FD N N N N N N N N N N N N N

<0.031 <0.061 <0.061 <0.0044 <0.0054 <0.031 <0.061 <0.0077 <0.0039 <0.0014 <0.015 <0.031 <0.038 <0.0045
<0.026 <0.044 <0.044 0.0035 J <0.0047 <0.026 <0.044 <0.0055 <0.0028 <0.0012 <0.013 <0.022 <0.027 <0.0032
<0.017 <0.081 <0.081 0.0068 J <0.0029 <0.017 <0.081 <0.01 <0.0052 <0.00074 <0.0083 <0.04 <0.051 <0.0059
<0.017 <0.079 <0.079 0.0072 J <0.0031 <0.017 <0.079 <0.0099 0.0056 J <0.00078 <0.0087 <0.04 <0.05 <0.0058
<0.21 <0.059 <0.059 <0.0043 <0.038 <0.21 <0.059 <0.0074 <0.0038 <0.0096 <0.11 <0.03 <0.037 <0.0043

<0.064 <0.039 <0.039 0.0049 J <0.011 <0.064 <0.039 <0.0049 0.0012 J <0.0029 <0.032 <0.02 <0.025 0.0018 J
<0.034 <0.031 <0.031 <0.0022 <0.0061 <0.034 <0.031 <0.0038 <0.002 <0.0015 <0.017 <0.015 <0.019 <0.0022
<0.026 <0.024 <0.024 0.0059 J <0.0047 <0.026 <0.024 <0.003 0.0047 J <0.0012 <0.013 <0.012 <0.015 <0.0018

0.11 0.12 0.21 0.15 <0.0027 <0.015 <0.032 <0.004 0.0029 J <0.00069 <0.0077 <0.016 <0.02 0.013
0.87 1.3 2.2 <0.0027 0.025 0.12 0.086 J <0.0046 0.097 <0.00094 <0.011 <0.018 <0.023 0.017

<0.033 <0.039 <0.039 0.0014 J <0.0058 <0.033 <0.039 <0.0049 <0.0025 <0.0015 <0.017 <0.02 <0.025 0.00076 J
<0.031 <0.024 <0.024 <0.0017 <0.0055 <0.031 <0.024 <0.003 0.0013 J <0.0014 <0.016 <0.012 <0.015 <0.0018
<0.032 <0.024 <0.024 <0.0017 <0.0057 <0.032 <0.024 <0.003 <0.0015 <0.0014 <0.016 <0.012 <0.015 <0.0018
<0.069 0.091 J 0.14 <0.042 <0.06 0.035 0.11 0.026 B <0.0092 0.04 J <0.0035
0.023 J 0.03 J 0.036 J 0.052 0.01 J 0.034 J 0.025 J <0.0032 0.025 <0.00054 <0.006 <0.013 <0.016 0.012

0.17 0.072 J 0.083 0.087 0.13 <0.012 0.037 0.0019 J 0.55 0.29 0.55
0.064 J 0.12 J 0.18 J 0.2 0.096 0.44 0.29 <0.016 0.25 <0.0011 0.047 J 0.046 J <0.079 0.039
<0.02 <0.018 <0.018 0.014 <0.0035 <0.02 <0.018 <0.0023 0.0049 J <0.00089 <0.01 <0.0092 <0.012 <0.0013

<0.016 <0.13 <0.13 0.0078 J <0.0029 <0.016 <0.13 <0.016 <0.0084 <0.00073 <0.0082 <0.066 <0.082 0.016 J
1.5 2 3.2 2.6 0.14 0.67 0.47 0.015 J 0.4 <0.00079 <0.0088 <0.049 <0.061 0.036

0.025 J <0.041 <0.041 0.11 0.0063 J <0.0081 <0.041 <0.0052 0.014 0.0026 <0.004 <0.021 0.059 J 0.15
<0.021 <0.032 <0.032 0.01 <0.0037 <0.021 <0.032 <0.004 0.0027 J <0.00094 <0.011 <0.016 <0.02 <0.0023
<0.029 <0.099 <0.099 0.0048 J <0.005 <0.029 <0.099 <0.012 0.0039 J 0.0031 J <0.014 <0.049 <0.062 0.0082 J
<0.02 <0.017 <0.017 0.0038 J <0.0035 <0.02 <0.017 <0.0022 0.0009 J <0.00088 <0.0099 <0.0087 <0.011 0.0017 J
0.31 J 0.49 DB 0.6 0.41 0.077 J 0.36 J <0.31 0.011 J 0.22 <0.0062 <0.069 <0.028 0.033 J <0.015
<0.021 <0.017 <0.017 0.0035 J <0.0037 <0.021 <0.017 <0.0022 0.0017 J <0.00094 <0.01 <0.0087 <0.011 0.0024 J
<0.03 <0.034 <0.034 0.0015 J <0.0054 <0.03 <0.034 <0.0043 0.00095 J <0.0014 <0.015 <0.017 <0.021 0.0013 J

4.9 12 14 9.9 0.22 6.5 5.3 1.2 4.6 <0.0013 0.16 0.18 0.12 0.33
<0.018 <0.03 <0.03 0.016 0.022 <0.018 <0.03 <0.0038 0.0071 0.023 <0.0089 <0.015 <0.019 0.014

170 210 200 190 21 320 230 7.6 110 <0.001 11 12 7.6 14
<0.017 <0.11 <0.11 <0.0081 <0.0031 <0.017 <0.11 <0.014 <0.0072 <0.00078 <0.0087 <0.056 <0.07 <0.0082
<0.01 <0.051 <0.051 0.011 <0.0018 <0.01 <0.051 <0.0064 0.0019 J <0.00046 <0.0052 <0.026 <0.032 0.017
<0.13 <0.035 <0.035 0.0083 J <0.023 <0.13 <0.035 <0.0043 0.0026 J <0.0059 <0.066 <0.017 <0.022 0.004 J
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ABBREVIATION AND ACRONYMS 
1,1,1-TCA 1,1,1-trichloroethane 

μg/kg micrograms per kilogram 

µg/L micrograms per liter 

AS/SVE air sparge / soil vapor extraction 

BEI Bechtel Environmental, Inc.  

BERA  Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment 

bgs below ground surface 

BNI Bechtel National, Inc. 

Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency 

CAOC CERCLA area of concern 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

COPC chemical of potential concern 

CSBDEHS County of San Bernardino, Department of Environmental Health Services 

DON Department of the Navy 

DWC domestic wastewater collection  

ERFA  Extended RFA 

FFA Federal Facility Agreement  

FS feasibility study 

HI hazard index  

IWC industrial wastewater collection  

IWTP Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant 

JEG Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 

LUC land use control 

MCL maximum contaminant level 

MCLB Marine Corps Logistics Base  

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram 

MTBE methyl tert butyl ether  

NCP National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 

OCP organochlorine pesticide 

OTIE Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises  
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PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 

PCE tetrachloroethene 

PRG preliminary remedial goal 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

RFA RCRA Facility Assessment 

RG remediation goal 

RI remedial investigation 

ROD Record of Decision  

RSL regional screening level 

SES Sealaska Environmental Services 

SLERA Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment 

SOTA SOTA Environmental Technology, Inc.  

SVOC semivolatile organic compound 

SWMU Solid Waste Management Unit 

TCE trichloroethene 

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons 

TRPH total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons 

U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

UST underground storage tank 

VOCs volatile organic compounds 
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APPENDIX F SITES WITH LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
This Appendix to the OU 7 Record of Decision (ROD) provides information on the 12 sites that require no 
further remedial action but for which the DON will implement land-use controls (LUCs). The LUCs are 
necessary because some contaminants will remain on-site at concentrations above the levels that allow 
for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The proposed plan was released to the public on 
December 23, 2013, and was presented to the community at a public meeting held on January 15, 2014 
(Department of the Navy [DON] 2014). Based on the favorable response from the community on the 
DON’s preferred alternative, the community accepts and supports LUCs as the selected remedy for 
these 12 sites. The following sections provide a site description, summary of prior investigations, nature 
and extent of contamination, summary of risks, and explanation of LUCs.  

F-1. CAOC 9.60 
F-1.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) area of concern 
(CAOC) 9.60 is the former location of underground storage tank (UST) T-530B, reportedly a 
40,000-gallon-capacity, steel UST used by the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office to store used 
oil and other waste liquids (such as spent solvents) from approximately 1942 to 1960 
(Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. [JEG] 1996; Bechtel National, Inc. [BNI] 1998). UST T-530B was removed 
on May 20, 1992. CAOC 9.60 was thought to consist of former USTs T-530A and T-530B. However, 
previous studies concluded that UST T-530A does not exist. CAOC 9.60 is located in an unpaved, vacant 
stretch of land near the eastern boundary of Yermo Annex, southwest of the main railroad tracks 
leading into and out of Yermo Annex (NOREAS, Inc. and Sealaska Environmental Services, LLC 
[NOREAS and SES] 2013) (Figure F-1). 

F-1.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-1.  

Table F-1 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 9.60 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
Final UST Removal 

Report 
UST T-530B was removed in May 1992 under the supervision of JEG and the 
observation of the County of San Bernardino, Department of Environmental 
Health Services (CSBDEHS). The inspection report indicated that the UST was 
buckled at its east end and that the “soil appeared saturated at east end of 
tank with waste fuel.” 
During the removal of UST T-530B, four soil samples (T-530-1-B through 
T-530-4-B) were collected from the bottom of the UST excavation and four soil 
samples from the stockpile of excavated soil. Soil sample T-530-4-B was 
collected at the east end of the excavation in the area the CSBDEHS inspector 
characterized as saturated with waste oil, which coincided with the reportedly 
buckled east end of the UST. 
All eight-soil samples were analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
semivolatile organic compounds (SVOC), organochlorine pesticides (OCP), 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), metals, cyanide, and total recoverable 
petroleum hydrocarbons (TRPH). The excavated soil subsequently was taken 
off site for disposal. Clean soil was used to backfill the excavation. 
Soil sample results for the excavated soil detected TRPH ranging from 410.0 to 

JEG 1994 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
4,600.0 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg); OCPs ranging from 0.54 to 5.13 
micrograms per kilogram (µg/kg); metals ranging from 0.76 to 75.8 mg/kg; 
SVOCs ranging from 2.0 to 2,410.0 µg/kg; and VOCs ranging from 0.6 to 
206.0 µg/kg. Results for soil samples collected from the bottom of the tank 
excavation pit detected TRPHs ranging from 590.0 to 11,000 mg/kg; OCPs 
ranging from 0.64 to 6.77 µg/kg; metals ranging from 1.5 to 73.3 mg/kg; SVOCs 
ranging from 3.0 to 3,419.0 µg/kg; and VOCs ranging from 0.7 to 1,335.0 µg/kg. 
UST T-530B was recommended for further investigation under the CERCLA 
program as part of CAOC 21. 

OUs 5 and 6 
Remedial 

Investigation 
(RI)/Feasibility 

Study (FS) 

An investigation of CAOC 21 was included in the RI/FS for OUs 5 and 6. One soil 
boring (YM21-12) was advanced to 20 feet below ground surface (bgs) east of 
the former UST location in March 1992. Soil samples contained TRPH, 
methylene chloride, 4,4- dichlorodiphenyldichloroethene, 4,4′ 
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), and metals. 
An organic vapor survey also was conducted at CAOC 21 in 1992. Soil vapor 
samples were collected from 5 feet bgs from 69 sampling locations. Two 
sampling locations were within 50 feet of the former UST T-530B location. Soil 
vapor sampling results indicated the presence of 1,1,1-trichloroethane 
(1,1,1-TCA); tetrachloroethene (PCE); and 1,1-dichloroethene (DCE) at less than 
10 micrograms per liter (μg/L) in the area around the former UST. 

JEG 1996 

Resource 
Conservation and 

Recovery Act 
Facility Assessment 

(RFA) 

The RFA report summarized the assessment of analytical data from excavation 
and stockpile soil samples. Based on the RFA, the most significant concern at 
this CAOC was the potential threat to groundwater from TRPH and PCE. 
According to the human health screening evaluation, the total risk, including 
the contribution from naturally occurring background metals, was 
approximately 9 × 10-5. However, most of the risk resulted from the SVOC 
DPN, which was not part of Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow’s 
waste streams and most likely is a laboratory artifact unrelated to base 
activities. The incremental risk (excluding the contribution of naturally 
occurring metals and DPN) was approximately 3 × 10-6. The total residential 
hazard index (HI) (including background) was estimated to be 0.5. 
CAOC 9.60 was recommended for further investigation to delineate the vertical 
extent of TRPH and to address uncertainties about the presence and potential 
impact of PCE. 

BNI 1998 

Extended RFA 
(ERFA) 

One vertical profile boring (9.60V01) was advanced to approximately 167 feet 
bgs in September 1999. Soil samples collected from the boring at 5, 10, 30, 50, 
70, 90, 115, 130, and 145 feet bgs were analyzed for total petroleum 
hydrocarbons (TPH), and selected samples were analyzed for SVOCs and VOCs. 
Soil vapor samples were collected at 10, 30, 50, 70, 90, 115, 130, and 145 feet 
bgs and analyzed for VOCs. A groundwater sample was collected at the water 
table (approximately 162.5 feet bgs) and analyzed for TPH and VOCs. 
Soil Sample Results 
The SVOC bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate was detected in soil samples collected 
from 5 and 10 feet bgs at 400 J and 150 J micrograms per kilogram (μg/kg), 
respectively, well below the regional screening level (RSL) of 35,000 μg/kg. TPH 
as motor oil and TPH as diesel were detected in the soil samples from 5, 10, 
and 145 feet bgs at 2,700; 990; and 9 mg/kg and at 2,200; 920; and 24 mg/kg, 

SOTA 
Environmental 

Technology, 
Inc. (SOTA) 

2002 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
respectively. TPH as gasoline were detected in the soil samples from 5 and 10 
feet bgs at 1 and 0.1 mg/kg, respectively. DPN was not detected in soil 
samples. 
Soil Vapor Sample Results 
The following VOCs were detected in soil vapor samples collected from CAOC 
9.60 from 10 to 110 feet bgs: 1,1-dichloroethane (DCA); 1,1 DCE; chloroform; 
methylene chloride; PCE; toluene; 1,1,1-TCA; trichloroethene (TCE); and 
xylenes. PCE was the primary analyte detected in soil vapor samples from 10 to 
90 feet bgs. The maximum VOC concentration was PCE at 76.5 μg/L in the 
sample from 50 feet bgs. 
Groundwater Sample Results 
PCE was detected in the groundwater sample at 0.8 μg/L. TPH as diesel and 
TPH as motor oil were detected in the groundwater sample at 1.5 and 0.24 
milligram per liter (mg/L), respectively. 
A human health screening evaluation was performed using data from the RFA 
and ERFA to assess the potential for the chemicals of potential concern 
(COPCs) in soil at CAOC 9.60 to pose adverse health effects to on-site 
receptors. The total risks, including those from naturally occurring background 
metals, were approximately 5 × 10-5 and 1 × 10-5 for residential and industrial 
scenarios, respectively. Although DPN in samples from the RFA but not from 
the ERFA accounted for most of the risk, the RI/FS Report concluded that DPN 
may be a laboratory artifact (JEG 1996). The incremental cancer risks 
(excluding the contribution of naturally occurring metals) were approximately 
the same as the total cancer risks. The total HIs were approximately 0.3 and 
0.04 for residential and industrial scenarios, respectively. 
Contaminants detected in soil vapor were evaluated for the potential to 
migrate into buildings, although there are no occupied buildings near the 
sampled location. The single building at CAOC 9.60 houses transformers and 
MCLB Barstow personnel use the building for short periods of time only. 
Therefore, the potential for VOCs to impact indoor air receptors was 
considered negligible. 

Final RI for OU 7 During the RI conducted from May through June 2003, Bechtel Environmental, 
Inc. (BEI) drilled two shallow borings (9.60-RI4 and 9.60-RI5) to 26.5 feet bgs 
and three deep borings (9.60-RI1 through 9.60-RI3) to 173.5, 173, and 173 feet 
bgs, respectively, using a hollow-stem auger drilling rig. Soil and soil vapor 
samples were collected from the five borings, and groundwater samples were 
collected from the temporary well point set in each deep boring. 
Sixty-nine soil samples were collected from the five borings drilled during the 
RI (9.60-RI1 through 9.60-RI5). Selected samples were analyzed for TPH as 
diesel, TPH as motor oil, SVOCs, and metals. TPH as diesel and TPH as motor oil 
were detected at maximum concentrations of 2,000 J mg/kg and 2,500 mg/kg 
in boring 9.60-RI1 at depths of 25.2 and 21.5 feet bgs, respectively. 
Concentrations of TPH as diesel and TPH as motor oil decreased with depth in 
all borings and were not detected at depths greater than 120 feet bgs. The 
SVOC 2-methylnaphthalene was detected in one sample at 4,600 µg/kg in the 
sample from 40.2 feet bgs from boring 9.60-RI1. However, 
2-methylnaphthalene was not detected in any other soil sample analyzed. No 
metals concentrations exceeded RSL except for arsenic. The maximum arsenic 

BEI 2005 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
concentration was 3.1 mg/kg, which is below the Yermo 95th percentile 
background concentration of 3.54 mg/kg. 
During the RI, 70 soil vapor samples were collected from the five borings 
advanced (9.60-RI1 through 9.60-RI5). The soil vapor samples were collected 
from 5 to 168 feet bgs to evaluate the migration of gases from groundwater. 
All soil vapor samples collected during the RI at CAOC 9.60 were analyzed by a 
fixed-base laboratory for VOCs using United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) Method 8260B. Samples from 5 to 160 feet bgs contained 
the following VOCs at concentrations ranging from 0.5 to 280 μg/L: acetone; 
bromomethane; ethylbenzene; PCE; 1,1,1-TCA; toluene; 
1,2,4-trimethylbenzene; 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene; and xylenes. The VOC 
detected most frequently and at the highest concentration was PCE. The 
highest detected PCE concentration in soil vapor was in a sample collected 
from 40 feet bgs from boring 9.60-RI1. PCE was detected in samples from 5 
feet bgs extending to just above the groundwater table. However, detected 
PCE concentrations decreased significantly with depth. 
During the RI, a groundwater sample was collected from well 9.60-MW-1 and 
water table samples were collected from each of the three deep borings (9.60-
RI1 through 9.60-RI3). All groundwater samples were analyzed for VOCs and 
SVOCs. In addition, groundwater samples collected from each well point were 
analyzed for TPH (fuel fingerprint), and the groundwater sample from 
9.60-MW-1 was analyzed for TPH as gasoline. Chloroform was detected in each 
groundwater sample at concentrations ranging from 0.85 micrograms per liter 
(µg/L) (9.60-RI3) to 1.2 µg/L (9.60-RI1). PCE was detected in groundwater 
samples from borings 9.60-RI1 and 9.60-RI2 at 0.38 J and 0.26 J µg/L, 
respectively. Other detected VOCs include toluene at 0.41 J µg/L (9.60-RI2). 
Diesel was detected in one sample at 130 µg/L (9.60-RI1). TPH was not 
detected in additional groundwater samples collected during the RI. Detected 
contaminant concentrations in the groundwater samples were below 
established regulatory criteria.  

RI and Screening 
Level Ecological 
Risk Assessment 

(SLERA) 

No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A Tier 1 
SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 9.60. 
The Tier 1 analysis considered the environmental setting and ecological 
character, preliminary chemicals of potential ecological concern, preliminary 
conceptual site model, stressors, contaminant fate and transport, exposure 
pathways, and preliminary assessment and measurement endpoints. A risk 
characterization and uncertainty/data gap analysis also was performed for 
each area. CAOC 9.60 was recommended for the Tier 2 Baseline Ecological Risk 
Assessment (BERA) Step 3A risk refinement. 

Oneida Total 
Integrated 
Enterprises 
(OTIE) 2010 

Revised Final WP 
for Completion of 

the BERA of 
Selected Areas of 

OU 7 

The DON prepared a WP for additional data acquisition and completion of the 
BERA for eight OU 7 CAOCs, including CAOC 9.60. As part of the WP 
preparation, BERA Tier 2 Step 2 and Step 3A ecological risk evaluations were 
completed to refine the data collection scope. The DON recommended, and 
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) regulators concurred, that no further risk 
evaluation was required for CAOC 9.60 because of its small size and very 
limited or minimal potential (de minimis) habitat. 

AIS-TN&A 
Joint Venture 
(ATJV) 2011 
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F-1.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
The only site-related contaminants present at concentrations detected in soil above the established 
regulatory criteria in soil are TPH and PCE (BEI 2005). Concentrations above LUFT criteria are limited to 
the east end of the former UST excavation area (JEG 1994). TPH concentrations in a nearby boring were 
below LUFT criteria, indicating a limited lateral extent of TPH-impacted soil. TPH concentrations in soil 
decrease vertically to below laboratory detection limits or below LUFT criteria, with most of the 
contamination occurring within the first 25 feet bgs (SOTA 2002). Depth to groundwater is greater than 
170 feet bgs. All detected VOC concentrations in soil were below their respective U.S. EPA residential 
RSLs. SVOCs were mostly below detection limits, with a few sporadic detected compounds (all of which 
were below RSLs). Metals were detected at low concentrations except for arsenic, which was detected 
below the Yermo background 95th percentile concentration of 3.54 mg/kg. DPN was detected in soil 
samples collected and analyzed during the RFA, but was not detected in soil samples analyzed during 
the subsequent EFRA or RI. It was concluded that DPN was a laboratory artifact. 

The lateral extent of PCE (as well as other VOC) concentrations in soil vapor was limited. The 
concentrations also decrease overall with depth, with most of the contamination occurring above 
50 feet bgs. 

PCE and chloroform were detected in groundwater but below established regulatory criteria (U.S. EPA 
and State of California Maximum Contaminant Levels [MCL]). 

F-1.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
There currently are no known receptors or exposure pathways associated with CAOC 9.60 current land 
use. However, a baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) was conducted to evaluate cancer risks 
for all receptors (resident, industrial worker, and maintenance/repair worker). The cancer risk under all 
exposure routes and pathways evaluated was within U.S. EPA’s target risk management range of 1 × 10-6 
to 1 × 10-4. The HHRA quantified total residential cancer risks of 2.5 × 10-5 and 2.9 × 10-5 and total 
industrial cancer risks of 9.7 × 10-7 and 9.8 × 10-7 (based on U.S. EPA and California Environmental 
Protection Agency [Cal/EPA] criteria). The HHRA also quantified incremental residential cancer risks of 
2.5 × 10-5 and 2.9 × 10-5 and incremental industrial cancer risks of 9.7 × 10-7 and 9.8 × 10-7 (based on 
U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA criteria). The HI was calculated to be 0.74 and 0.02 (below the threshold 
noncancerous risk level of 1) for residential and industrial land use scenarios, respectively. The U.S. EPA 
residential cancer risk at this CAOC is primarily associated with exposure to chloroform in groundwater 
and PCE in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater.  

A Tier 1 SLERA of CAOC 9.60 recommended a Tier 2 BERA Step 3A risk refinement (OTIE 2010). The DON 
subsequently prepared a WP for additional data acquisition and completion of the BERA for eight OU 7 
CAOCs, including CAOC 9.60. As part of the WP preparation, BERA Tier 2 Step 2 and Step 3A ecological 
risk evaluations were completed to refine the data collection scope. The DON recommended, and FFA 
regulators concurred, that no further risk evaluation was required for CAOC 9.60 because of its small 
size and the very limited or minimal potential (de minimis) habitat (ATJV 2011).  

F-1.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 9.60, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded CAOC 9.60 does not pose 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current and 
historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation at 
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the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made.  

F-1.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of VOCs in soil and groundwater will also be 
documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions 
planned in these areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow 
Environmental Division and any changes in land use will be coordinated and reviewed with the 
regulatory agencies and the MCLB Barstow Environmental group before changes is implemented. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-2. CAOC 9.68 
F-2.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 9.68 consists of the former locations of USTs T-588A and T-588B adjacent to Building 588 at 
Yermo Annex (Figure F-2). Prior to the 1992 RFA, USTs T-588A and T-588B were assumed to be waste 
storage USTs installed before 1964. However, during the RFA, it was determined that UST T-588A 
actually was an oil water separator and that UST T-588B was a vertical French drain estimated to have a 
12-inch-diameter and 12 to 15 feet long. The facilities may have been used to receive waste streams 
generated from vehicle maintenance and repair activities at Building 588. The site is unpaved, with 
backfill gravel at the surface. 

During the 1992 RFA, the oil-water separator T-588A and French drain T-588B were removed. Soil 
sampling was conducted only for the excavation of oil-water separator T-588A. Analytical results for the 
soil samples indicated no petroleum hydrocarbons at concentrations equal to or above action levels. 
Because no soil samples were collected from the excavation for French drain T-588B, the RFA Report 
recommended further investigation for French drain T-588B (BNI 1998). 

F-2.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-2.  

Table F-2 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 9.68 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
RFA During the 1992 RFA, oil-water separator T-588A and French drain T- 588B were 

removed. Soil sampling was conducted only for the excavation of oil-water 
separator T-588A. Analytical results for the soil samples indicated no detected 
petroleum hydrocarbons at concentrations equal to or above action levels. No 
soil samples were collected from the excavation cavity for French drain T-588B. 

BNI 1998 

ERFA The ERFA for Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) 9.68, French Drain T-588B, 
focused on potential soil contamination and impact to underlying groundwater 

SOTA 2002 
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(OU 1). The ERFA included the collection of soil vapor, soil, and groundwater 
samples. Sample results are discussed below. 
Soil Vapor Sample Results 
Soil vapor samples were collected from boring 9.68V01 at 5, 10, 30, 50, 70, 90, 
110, 130, and 145 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs. Detected VOCs included 
acetone; benzene; methylene chloride; naphthalene; toluene; and 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene. Detections ranged from 0.027 µg/L to 35.603 µg/L in 
samples from various depths ranging from 70 to 145 feet bgs. 
Soil Sample Results 
Soil samples were collected from boring 9.68V01 at 5, 10, 30, 50, 70, 90, 110, 
130, and 145 feet bgs and analyzed for SVOCs, TPH, and metals. The soil sample 
from 70 feet bgs (mid-depth) was also analyzed for VOCs because soil sample 
photoionization detector readings were uninformative for all depths. Trace 
concentrations of acetone and methylene chloride were detected. TPH (full 
range) was not detected. Of 24 metals analyzed for, 17 were detected; antimony, 
beryllium, cadmium, molybdenum, selenium, silver, and thallium were not 
detected. All metals detections were below the respective U.S. EPA RSLs and 
background levels except for arsenic and mercury. Arsenic was detected in three 
samples from 10, 30, and 50 feet bgs at concentrations ranging from 1.3 to 4.3 
mg/kg. The highest arsenic concentration exceeded the Yermo 95th percentile 
background concentration of 3.54 mg/kg in the sample from 30 feet bgs. 
Mercury was detected at 0.067 to 0.12 mg/kg in samples from 5 to 50 feet bgs. 
All mercury detections exceeded the background level of 0.05 mg/kg but were 
well below the U.S. EPA residential RSL of 10 mg/kg. 
Groundwater Sample Results 
One groundwater sample was collected at the water table (160 feet bgs) and 
analyzed for VOCs. Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) was detected at 10 µg/L, 
which is below the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 13 µg/L. 

RI and SLERA No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A Tier 1 
SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 9.68. 
CAOC 9.68 was recommended for the Tier 2 BERA Step 3A risk refinement. 

OTIE 2010 

Revised Final 
WP for 
Completion of 
the BERA of 
Selected Areas 
of OU 7 

The DON prepared a WP for additional data acquisition and completion of the 
BERA for eight OU 7 CAOCs, including CAOC 9.68. As part of the WP preparation, 
BERA Tier 2 Step 2 and Step 3A ecological risk evaluations were completed to 
refine the data collection scope. The DON recommended, and FFA regulators 
concurred, that no further risk evaluation was required for CAOC 9.68 because of 
its very limited or minimal potential (de minimis) habitat. 

ATJV 2011 

F-2.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
TPH, VOCs, SVOCs and metals (except mercury) were not detected in soil or groundwater samples at 
concentrations exceeding background concentrations or RSLs. Mercury was detected at 0.067 to 
0.12 mg/kg in soil samples from 5 to 50 feet bgs. However, the detected concentrations were below the 
U.S. EPA residential RSL of 10 mg/kg (NOREAS and SES 2013). 

Detected VOC concentrations in soil vapor were limited and sporadic. VOCs were detected at low 
concentrations and at depths greater than 50 feet bgs. 
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MTBE was detected in groundwater but below the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 13 μg/L. Long-
term groundwater monitoring data for Yermo Annex indicates MTBE is below detection limits in 
monitoring wells downgradient from this site (ATJV 2012).  

F-2.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
The total cancer risks from exposure to soil (1 × 10-5 and 2 × 10-6 for Cal /EPA residential and industrial 
scenarios, respectively) are at the upper end of the U.S. EPA target range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4. The 
primary risk driver for soil was arsenic, and the highest detection (4.3 mg/kg) was slightly above the 
Yermo background 95th percentile concentration of 3.54 mg/kg. The noncancerous HIs from exposure 
to soil (0.8 and 0.2 for residential and industrial scenarios, respectively) are below the threshold 
noncancerous risk level of 1. No carcinogens were detected in groundwater samples from CAOC 9.68. 
Therefore, the residential cancer risk is 0. The HI from residential exposure to groundwater (0.5) is well 
below the threshold noncancerous risk level of 1. 

The Tier 1 SLERA performed at CAOC 9.68 resulted in a recommendation for a Tier 2 BERA Step 3A risk 
refinement for this site (OTIE 2010). The DON subsequently prepared a WP for additional data 
acquisition and completion of the BERA for eight OU 7 CAOCs, including CAOC 9.68. As part of the WP 
preparation, BERA Tier 2 Step 2 and Step 3A ecological risk evaluations were completed to refine the 
data collection scope. The DON recommended, and FFA regulators concurred, that no further risk 
evaluation was required for CAOC 9.68 because of its small size and the very limited or minimal 
potential (de minimis) habitat (ATJV 2011). 

F-2.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 9.68, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded CAOC 9.68 does not pose 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current and 
historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation at 
the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made.  

F-2.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of metals in soil will also be documented in 
the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions planned in these 
areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental 
Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 
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F-3. CAOC 10.38/10.39 UNITS 1-6  
F-3.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 consists of the domestic wastewater collection (DWC) and industrial wastewater 
collection (IWC) lines, respectively (Figure F-3). Because the same concerns are associated with the DWC 
and IWC lines, CAOCs 10.38 and 10.39 were addressed together during the remedial investigation (RI). 
Historical activities, including conveyance of wastewater, suggested that soil and groundwater near the 
DWC and IWC lines may be contaminated with VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), petroleum hydrocarbons, and metals. 

The DWC lines are still active and currently operate under a California RWQCB permit. The IWC lines 
conveyed industrial waste from buildings at Nebo Main Base into the Industrial Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (IWTP) from approximately 1978 to 1990, after which industrial wastewater has been collected 
and disposed of off base. The DWC and IWC lines were designated as SWMU 10.38 and 10.39, 
respectively. Later, these SWMUs were designated as CAOC 10.38/10.39 to be managed under OU 7. 
During the RI, CAOC 10.38/10.39 was subdivided into 7 units for the purposes of organizing the 
investigation effort. Under this ROD, CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 6 is counted as one site, and CAOC 
10.38/10.39 Unit 7 is counted as a second separate site.  

F-3.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1-7 were conducted together. A summary of these 
previous investigations are included in Appendix A. The Final RI Report (BEI 2005) recommended no 
further action for Units 1 through 6. Soil vapor, soil, and groundwater sampling near the collection lines 
in Units 1 through 6 do not suggest a contaminant release from Units 1 through 6 (NOREAS and SES 
2013). The Final RI Report recommended no further action for Unit 7 soils, but further investigation of 
Unit 7 groundwater. Because of the action remedy determination for Unit 7 groundwater, this site is 
discussed separately in the ROD (see also Appendix C for Unit 7 site details). 

F-3.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Soil samples collected during historical investigations contained VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, metals, 
and diesel fuel. However, all detected concentrations are below their respective residential and 
industrial RSLs. The only metal detected above its residential RSL is arsenic. However, all detected 
arsenic concentrations are below the background concentration (BNI 1998). Therefore, the soil 
contamination is not considered significant. The following is a summary of nature and extent presented 
for Units 1 through6 in the RI Report (BEI 2005): 

• Unit 1 (DS1 and IS1) – The results of soil vapor, soil, and groundwater sampling conducted in 
the vicinity of these collection lines do not suggest that a release from DS1 or IS1 has 
occurred. VOCs detected in groundwater are likely related to North VOC Groundwater 
Plume. 

• Unit 2 (DS3 and IS2) – Soil vapor and soil sampling were conducted adjacent to offset pipe 
joints and break zones located downgradient of facilities suspected to have discharged 
industrial wastes into these collection lines. The results of this sampling do not suggest that 
a release from DS3 or IS2 has occurred. 

• Unit 3 (DS9) – Soil vapor and soil sampling were conducted adjacent to several facilities 
suspected to have discharged industrial wastes into DS9 as well as adjacent to a severe 
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offset pipe joint located downgradient of these facilities. The results of this sampling do not 
suggest that a release from DS9 has occurred. 

• Unit 4 (DS11 and IS4) – The results of sampling from this unit do not suggest a release from 
DS11 or IS4 has occurred in the areas sampled. The sampling results at 10.38-DS14-2 and 
10.38-DS14-2A also indicate that collection line breaks are not the source of the VOCs at 
Building 322. 

• Unit 5 (DS12) – The results of sampling at this unit do not suggest a release from DS12 has 
occurred. 

• Unit 6 (DS14) – The results of sampling at these boring locations do not suggest a release 
from DS14 has occurred in these areas. In addition, these results suggest that the 
documented breaks in collection line DS14 are not the source of VOCs detected at 
10.38V16. 

F-3.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
A baseline HHRA was performed to determine whether contaminants at CAOC 10.38/10.39 present a 
carcinogenic and/or noncarcinogenic risk to human health (BEI 2005). All risk at Units 2, 3, 4, and 6 is 
within or less than the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) 
generally acceptable risk range of 1x10-6 to 1x10-4. On-site cancer risks are primarily due to arsenic in soil 
(Units 1, 3, and 6). The HIs from exposure to soil vapor and shallow soil COPCs are below 1.0 at all the 
units except Unit 1. The HI for the residential scenario at Unit 1 was 1.6. Arsenic is naturally occurring in 
soil in the area and is not the result of historic CAOC related activities. Ecological risk assessments of 
Units 1 through 6 were not performed because these sites consist of subsurface waste conveyance lines.  

F-3.5. RATIONAL FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1 through 6, and soils at Unit 7, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. 
The FS concluded this CAOC does not pose unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based 
on RI and other information. Current and historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant 
further investigation or remediation at the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible 
change in land use any of these non-actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect 
that risks due to exposure to soil and vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being 
made. 

F-3.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of metals in soil will also be documented in 
the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions planned in these 
areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental 
Division. 

The Base GIS database already includes the data for the subsurface domestic and industrial waste water 
conveyance lines. The site boundary of Unit 7 will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be 
updated so site coordinates are available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the 
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presence of contaminants and instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site 
boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-4. CAOC 10.12 
F-4.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.12 consists of former Building 50, the former Preservation and Packaging Shop at Nebo Main 
Base (Figure F-4). Building 50 was constructed in 1948 and used for cleaning, minor repair, painting, 
preservation, and packaging operations. Building 50 was demolished at some time after the visual site 
inspection conducted in 1990 as part of the RFA. The building was L-shaped, with north and east-west 
wing portions (BNI 1998). CAOC 10.12 currently consists of a partial concrete foundation and unpaved 
areas. The former east-west wing contained work tables along a power conveyor line and a transformer 
bay. The smaller north wing contained several 300- to 500-gallon steel dip tanks adjacent to a central 
endless-monorail conveyor. Parts were moved on the conveyor to various cleaning operations and 
preservation dip tanks. The cleaning operations and dip tanks likely used or contained hazardous 
materials, including liquid cleaners, vapor degreaser, alkaline cleaner, rinsing operation, phosphoric and 
nitric acid, brass cleaner, and fingerprint removers. The preservation dip tanks also contained MIL C 
0382, -11796, -16173, and -21260 oils (SOTA 2002). In addition, sandblasting and spray painting were 
conducted at Building 50. Waste generated at Building 50 was documented during 1990 as containing 
spent blast media, waste grease, oil, PCE/oil, paint sludge, steam-cleaning wastewater, caustic (sodium 
hydroxide), heavy metals, and solvents. 

F-4.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-3. 

Table F-3 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.12 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
RFA MCLB Barstow records indicate no documented releases of hazardous materials 

or wastes at Building 50. However, chemical releases are suspected from 
stormwater runoff, cracks in the building’s floor and outside pavement, and 
various leaks associated with IWTP and sanitary sewer piping. Because of low 
rainfall amounts in the area, releases through stormwater runoff are considered 
insignificant. The RFA investigated the suspected releases, and eight soil borings 
were hand-augured and sampled to identify potential soil contamination. Soil 
borings were located in or adjacent to suspected source areas, including outside 
sandblasting, steam-cleaning, and solvent still areas. Soil samples were collected 
from 0 to 0.5 feet bgs and 4.5 to 6 feet bgs from each boring and analyzed for 
VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, TRPH, metals, and cyanide. Samples from 
sandblast and steam-cleaning areas were sampled for metals only. Additionally, 
two soil vapor samples were collected from 5 feet bgs in borings offset from soil 
borings in the solvent still and drainage path areas and analyzed for VOCs. 
Soil sample laboratory analytical results indicated detections of VOCs, SVOCs, 
pesticides, one PCB, TPH as diesel, and metals. TPH as diesel was detected in 
several soil samples at concentrations above the California LUFT cleanup action 
criteria of 1,000 mg/kg for sites with groundwater at less than 50 feet bgs. 
Groundwater at CAOC 10.12 is located at 29 to 30 feet bgs. The soil vapor sample 
results indicated detected chlorinated hydrocarbons, including cis-1,2-DCE; 

BNI 1998 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
1,1,1-TCA; 1,1,2-TCA; PCE; and TCE. 
The RFA report concluded that some soil sample detections of organic 
compounds and metals (especially lead above the LeadSpread-based industrial 
remediation goal (RG) of 320 mg/kg in the surface soil sample collected near the 
former solvent still) were significant and recommended additional sampling to 
further characterize CAOC 10.12. COPCs identified for further investigation 
included VOCs (specifically PCE), PCBs (Aroclor-1260), TPH as diesel, lead, and 
chromium. 

ERFA The ERFA at CAOC 10.12 focused on potential soil contamination beneath the 
former building and impact on the North VOC Groundwater Plume (OU 2). Two 
vertical profile borings were drilled. Vertical profile boring 10.12V01 was drilled 
near the former solvent still to evaluate potential VOC, hexavalent chromium, 
and lead contamination. Soil samples were collected from 5, 10, 24, and 30 feet 
bgs and analyzed for total chromium, hexavalent chromium, and total lead. The 
sample from 5 feet bgs also was analyzed for VOCs. Soil vapor samples were 
collected from 7, 10, and 20 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs. A groundwater 
sample was collected at the water table (encountered at 29 to 30 feet bgs) and 
analyzed for VOCs. The second vertical profile boring, 10.12V02, was drilled near 
the former wash pad to evaluate potential VOC, SVOC, and TPH contamination. 
Soil samples were collected from 10, 20, and 30 feet bgs and analyzed for TPH as 
diesel, TPH as motor oil, and SVOCs. Soil vapor samples were collected from 10 
and 20 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs. A groundwater sample was collected at 
the water table (encountered at 29 to 30 feet bgs) and analyzed for VOCs and 
TPH. Sample results are discussed below. 
Soil Sample Results 
VOCs, hexavalent chromium, and SVOCs were not detected in any soil samples 
analyzed for these COPCs. Total chromium ranged from 2.7 to 16.8 mg/kg in 
samples from 5 to 30 feet bgs. Total lead ranged from 0.83 to 9.2 mg/kg in 
samples from 5 to 30 feet bgs. TPH as diesel was detected at 2 and 12 mg/kg in 
the 10- and 20-foot-bgs samples, respectively. TPH as motor oil (4 mg/kg) also 
was detected in the 20-foot-bgs sample. 
Soil Vapor Sample Results 
Detected VOCs in soil vapor samples from vertical profile boring 10.12V01 
included 2-butanone, ethylbenzene, styrene, 1,1,1-TCA, PCE, TCE, and xylenes. 
Detections in samples from 5, 10, and 20 feet bgs ranged from 0.135 µg/L form, 
p-xylenes to 156.545 µg/L for PCE. VOCs detected in soil vapor samples from 
vertical profile boring 10.12V02 included acetone, 1,2-DCA, 1,1,1-TCA, PCE, and 
TCE. Detections ranged from 179.915 µg/L for 1,1,1-TCA to 17,516.517 µg/L for 
acetone in samples from 10 and 20 feet bgs. PCE concentrations at the 20-foot- 
bgs depth were more than twice those detected at 10 feet bgs. 
Groundwater Sample Results 
Detections of TPH included TPH as gasoline (0.15 mg/L), TPH as diesel (1.3 mg/L), 
and TPH as motor oil (2.01 mg/L). Detected VOCs in groundwater in the sample 
from boring 10.12V01 were limited to a single detection of PCE (36.9 µg/L) at 32 
feet bgs that exceeded the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 5 µg/L. As 
discussed above, PCE also was detected in soil vapor samples from 5, 10, and 
20 feet bgs. 

SOTA 2002 

F-12 



Appendix F - Sites With Land Use Controls Only 
Record of Decision 

Operable Unit 7 
MCLB Barstow, California 

 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
Detected VOCs in groundwater in the sample from boring 10.12V02 were limited 
to acetone; 1,1-DCA; 1,2-DCE; 1,1,1-TCA; PCE; and TCE. Detections of 1,1-DCA 
(1.9 µg/L), PCE (221 µg/L), and TCE (21.4 µg/L) were above the respective U.S. 
EPA and State of California MCL of 5 µg/L. Except for 1,1-DCA, these VOCs were 
also detected in soil vapor samples from 10 and 20 feet bgs (groundwater is 
located at 29 to 30 feet). 

Revised Final 
Supplemental 
RI and SLERA 

No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A Tier 1 
SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 10.12. 
CAOC 10.12 was recommended for the Tier 2 BERA Step 3A risk refinement. 

OTIE 2010 

Revised Final 
WP for 

Completion of 
the BERA of 

Selected Areas 
of OU 7 

The DON prepared a WP for additional data acquisition and completion of the 
BERA for eight OU 7 CAOCs, including CAOC 10.12. As part of the WP 
preparation, BERA Tier 2 Step 2 and Step 3A ecological risk evaluations were 
completed to refine the data collection scope. The DON recommended, and FFA 
regulators concurred, that no further risk evaluation was required for CAOC 
12.12 because of its very limited or minimal potential (de minimis) habitat. 

ATJV 2011 

F-4.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Soil sample results indicate that TPH as diesel was detected at low concentrations, primarily at depths 
above 20 feet bgs. The lateral extent was limited. TPH as motor oil was detected at very low 
concentrations. Total chromium ranged from 2.7 to 16.8 mg/kg in samples from 5 to 30 feet bgs. 
Hexavalent chromium was not detected. Total lead ranged from 0.83 to 9.2 mg/kg (significantly below 
the LeadSpread-based residential RG of 80 mg/kg). VOCs were detected at concentrations below their 
respective U.S. EPA residential RSLs during the RFA. 

VOCs were detected in soil vapor samples in the area of CAOC 10.12. However, these VOCs currently are 
subjected to active remediation using air sparge/soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE) under the OUs 1 and 2 
ROD (DON 1998). 

PCE and TCE concentrations in groundwater exceed their U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 5 μg/L. 
As noted above, these VOCs currently are subjected to active remediation using AS/SVE. The plume 
source area beneath former Building 50 (CAOC 10.12) was treated with AS/SVE until Remedial Action 
Objectives were met and the system was shut down with regulatory approval in April 2011; the system 
is maintained in standby-mode and periodically operated to address rebound in soil vapor 
concentrations as a protective measure for groundwater (ATJV 2012). TPH was detected at low 
concentrations. 

F-4.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
A baseline HHRA was performed using the data collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002). The risk 
evaluation was conducted based on maximum COPC sample results. Each chemical positively identified 
in the samples was included for evaluation as a COPC. The HHRA quantified risks from soil of 1.0 × 10-6 
and 5.0 × 10-7 (for residential and industrial, based on Cal/EPA criteria); and noncancerous HI of 0.5 and 
0.05 (for residential and industrial, based on Cal/EPA criteria) (SOTA 2002). The cancer risk from 
exposure to groundwater (2 × 10-4 for the residential scenario) is above the point of departure risk level 
of 10-6. Cancer risk is 95 percent due to the risk associated with exposure to PCE and 5 percent due to 
the risk associated with exposure to TCE. The HI from residential exposure to groundwater (20) is well 
above the U.S. EPA threshold risk level of 1 (SOTA 2002). 
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The Tier 1 SLERA performed at CAOC 10.12 resulted in a recommendation for a Tier 2 BERA Step 3A risk 
refinement for this site (OTIE 2010). The DON subsequently prepared a WP for additional data 
acquisition and completion of the BERA for eight OU 7 CAOCs, including CAOC 10.12. As part of the WP 
preparation, BERA Tier 2 Step 2 and Step 3A ecological risk evaluations were completed to refine the 
data collection scope. The DON recommended, and FFA regulators concurred, that no further risk 
evaluation was required for CAOC 10.12 because of its very limited or minimal potential (de minimis) 
habitat (ATJV 2011). 

F-4.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.12, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded CAOC 10.12 does not 
pose unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current 
and historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation 
at the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made.  

F-4.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of VOCs in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater 
will also be documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that 
any actions planned in these areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by the 
MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-5. CAOC 10.27 
F-5.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
Building S-338 was constructed in the early 1940s and used for crane repair until the 1960s, when it was 
modified for fire-training operations (such as smoke training) (BNI 1998) (Figure F-5).  

Building S-338 was used for fire-fighting training activities until 1975. Materials such as wood and scrap 
metal were sprayed with small amounts of used oil or waste fuel and burned. Wastewater generated 
from fire-fighting activities was collected by a drainpipe that discharged onto the unpaved railroad right-
of-way immediately north of the building. Based on a photograph taken during the RFA visual site 
inspection, a subgrade concrete containment area that appeared to be approximately 2 to 3 feet deep 
collected the wastewater for discharge through the drainpipe. The concrete in this containment area 
was approximately 0.5 foot thick based on the RFA boring (BNI 1998). 

The building and associated subgrade concrete containment area were demolished and removed some 
time after the RFA but before the ERFA investigation in 1999. From 1994 through 1999, subgrade areas 
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at the former location of the building appear to have been filled with soil to the current grade. As a 
result, the drainpipe that discharged liquids from the building appeared to be inactive (SOTA 2002). 

The site is partially paved with asphalt; a concrete apron surrounds an unpaved area, the assumed 
location of the former building and subgrade area. The site is generally unused except for temporary 
equipment storage and staging. 

F-5.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-4.  

Table F-4 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.27 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
RFA One soil boring (N10.27-1) was advanced to approximately 5.5 feet bgs in 

May 1994, and soil samples were collected from approximately 0.5 and 
5 feet bgs. Samples were analyzed for SVOCs, metals, cyanides, and TPH as 
diesel. Metals (lead and chromium), several SVOCs, and TPH as diesel were 
the only contaminants detected in shallow soil beneath the concrete 
(0.5 foot bgs). The sample from 5 feet bgs did not appear to have been 
impacted by past activities at the CAOC. 
CAOC 10.27 was recommended for further investigation based on surface 
soil impacts of lead, chromium, PAHs, and TPH as diesel. Sampling was not 
performed at the outlet of the drainpipe that discharged wastewater from 
CAOC 10.27. 

BNI 1998 

ERFA Five soil borings were advanced in June 1999 to depths ranging from 1 to 
15 feet bgs. Four of the borings (10.27S01 through 10.27S04) were on site, 
and one (10.27S05) was off site in the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway 
right-of-way. Soil samples were collected and analyzed for TPH as diesel and 
motor oil, SVOCs, metals, and hexavalent chromium. Sampling results are 
summarized below. 
Various SVOCs were detected in the near-surface soil sample (0.5-foot bgs) 
from boring 10.27S05 (off-site boring) at 74 J to 470 J μg/kg. A single SVOC, 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, was detected at 10 feet bgs but was not detected 
in the shallow sample. SVOCs were not detected in samples from the four 
on-site soil borings. 
TPH as diesel was detected in soil samples from 0.5 to 5 feet bgs in four of 
the five borings at 2 to 21 mg/kg. TPH as motor oil was detected at 0.5 to 5 
feet bgs in soil samples from all borings at 4 to 110 mg/kg. 
Of the 24 metals, 19 were detected in soil samples and 13 exceeded their 
respective 95th percentile background concentration. Of these 13 metals, 
only arsenic was above its U.S. EPA RSL. Hexavalent chromium was not 
detected. 
Arsenic was detected in all soil samples from 0.5 to 15 feet bgs at 2.1 to 21.7 
mg/kg. All detected arsenic concentrations exceeded the U.S. EPA RSL of 
0.39 mg/kg. However, arsenic exceeded its 95th percentile background level 
of 10.43 mg/kg in only four soil samples. 

SOTA 2002 

Final RI for OU 7 Forty soil samples were collected from borings 10.27-RI1 through 10.27-RI5 
during the RI. Selected soil samples were analyzed for SVOCs, dioxins and 
dibenzofurans, and lead. 
Eight SVOCs were detected in one surface soil sample from boring 10.27-RI4. 

BEI 2005 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
Three of the detected SVOCs exceeded their respective residential RSLs. 
Benzo(a)pyrene was detected at 1,100 µg/kg, which is above its industrial 
RSL of 210 µg/kg. 
Eighteen dioxins and dibenzofurans were detected in soil samples collected 
at concentrations ranging from 0.0026 to 4.4 μg/kg. These 18 dioxins and 
dibenzofurans did not include 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin, the only 
dioxin or dibenzofuran with an established preliminary remedial goal (PRG). 
However, all detected concentrations exceeded the calculated PRGs using 
toxicity equivalent factors. Dioxins and dibenzofurans were not detected in 
soil samples collected from deeper than 4 feet bgs. 
Lead was detected in soil samples at concentrations ranging from 0.8 to 
135 mg/kg, which are below the LeadSpread-based RG of 320 mg/kg 
(industrial). 
One groundwater sample was collected in April 2003 from boring 10.27-RI4 
at approximately 35 feet bgs, which was located within the top 2 feet of the 
screened interval. The groundwater sample was analyzed for SVOCs and 
lead. The SVOCs di-n-butyl phthalate and diethyl phthalate were detected in 
the groundwater sample from 10.27-RI4 at 7.7 J μg/L and 13 μg/L, 
respectively. These concentrations did not exceed their respective tap water 
RSLs (670 μg/L and 11,000 μg/L). Lead was not detected. 

RI and SLERA No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A 
Tier 1 SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including 
CAOC 10.27.The Tier 1 SLERA concluded that no further ecological risk 
evaluation was warranted for CAOC 10.27. 

OTIE 2010 

F-5.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Results of soil sampling at CAOC 10.27 indicate that PAHs above residential or industrial RSLs are present 
in shallow soil. PAHs were not detected above residential or industrial RSLs in soil samples collected 
from below 3.5 feet bgs. TPH as diesel and as motor oil were detected at low concentrations. Detected 
TPH was limited to 5 feet bgs in depth. Dioxins and dibenzofurans were detected in shallow soil samples 
from one soil boring. Soil samples collected from deeper than 4 feet bgs did not contain detected 
concentrations of dioxins or dibenzofurans. Metals were detected at low concentrations except for 
arsenic and lead. Lead was detected in one shallow soil sample (0.5-foot bgs) at a concentration above 
residential and industrial RSLs. Soil samples subsequently were collected from adjacent locations and did 
not contain lead at concentrations above the LeadSpread-based industrial RG of 320 mg/kg. All detected 
arsenic concentrations exceeded residential and industrial RSLs. However, arsenic exceeded its 95th 
percentile background concentration of 10.43 mg/kg in only four soil samples. The elevated arsenic 
concentrations are considered normal for the region and not CAOC-related. 

F-5.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
The total cancer risk estimates were quantified as 5.1 × 10-5 and 2.3 × 10-4 using U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA 
criteria (residential), respectively. The incremental cancer risk estimates are quantified as 4.1 × 10-5 and 
1.7 × 10-4, using U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA criteria (residential), respectively. The cancer risk primarily is 
attributable to the risk associated with exposure to arsenic. Cancer risks under all exposure routes and 
pathways evaluated are at the upper end of the Cal/EPA’s target risk management range 1 × 10-6 to 
1 × 10-4. The total cancer risk estimates are quantified as 8.6 × 10-6 and 1.1 × 10-5 using U.S. EPA and 
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Cal/EPA criteria (industrial), respectively. The primary risk driver was arsenic, with a maximum detection 
of 19.4 mg/kg, which was higher than the 95th percentile background level of 10.43 mg/kg. In addition, 
the noncancerous HIs for hypothetical industrial worker exposure to soil and groundwater COPCs at 
CAOC 10.27 were quantified to be several orders of magnitude less than the threshold noncancerous 
risk level of 1 (0.0074), indicating that systemic toxicity is unlikely. 

The Tier 1 SLERA performed for CAOC 10.27 concluded there is no wildlife exposure pathway to 
chemicals in soil because the site has no viable habitat for ecological receptors. The Tier 1 SLERA 
recommended no further ecological risk evaluation for CAOC 10.27 (OTIE 2010). 

F-5.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.27, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded CAOC 10.27 does not 
pose unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current 
and historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation 
at the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made. 

F-5.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan. The low levels of metals, PAHs, and dioxins and furans in soil will also be 
documented in the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). Language in the Base Master Plan will 
indicate that any actions planned in these areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and 
reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-6. CAOC 10.35 
F-6.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.35 is the Former Domestic Wastewater Treatment Plant located operated from 1942 until 
approximately 1978 (NOREAS and SES 2013) (Figure F-6). The DWTP initially consisted of a pumping 
station, one combination clarifier-digester (clarigester), a sludge drying bed, and four effluent disposal 
ponds. The four effluent ponds were converted into two ponds in 1948. The old disposal ponds were 
located off site approximately 2,500 feet east (across the railroad tracks near the Mojave River) of the 
current disposal ponds. The former disposal ponds previously were investigated during the OUs 5 and 6 
RI/FS as CAOC 3, Stratum 2 (JEG 1996). 

In 1952, a second clarigester and three off-site oxidation ponds were added. In 1957, a grit chamber was 
added to the system. The oxidation ponds were located approximately 1,000 feet east of CAOC 10.35 
(across the railroad tracks and west of the disposal ponds) and previously were investigated during the 
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RFA as Area of Concern N-2, Area 4. Treated wastewater effluent was used to irrigate the MCLB Barstow 
golf course (BNI 1998). 

The paved and unpaved portions of the site are used for temporary equipment storage for local MCLB 
Barstow operations and provide a sitting area for local personnel. 

F-6.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-5.  

Table F-5 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.35 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
Domestic and 

Industrial Waste 
Study 

The study did not investigate potential releases but includes descriptions of 
CAOC 10.35.  
During the study, samples were collected of the treatment plant raw 
wastewater influent were collected and analyzed for various constituents 
relevant to treatment plant operations (such as general water chemistry 
parameters, chromium, and total phenols). Phenol concentrations 
reportedly exceeded waste discharge requirements in effect at the time. 

Brown and 
Caldwell 1970 

RI/FS for OUs 1 
and 2 

OUs 1 and 2 are defined as regional groundwater OUs at Yermo Annex and 
Nebo Main Base, respectively. As part of the OU 2 RI/FS for Nebo Main 
Base, one HydroPunch® boring (NHP-10) was advanced in July 1994 and 
groundwater was sampled in the vicinity of CAOC 10.35. DCA, carbon 
disulfide, and PCE were detected in the groundwater at 0.7, 0.5, and 1 μg/L, 
respectively. Groundwater in wells MW-F and NS2-2 (Nebo Main Base, OU 
2, North VOC Groundwater Plume monitoring wells) were sampled 
routinely for VOCs from 1998 until 2005. Well MW-F is located 
approximately 40 feet east and well NS2-2 is located approximately 500 
feet northeast of CAOC 10.35, on the eastern margin of the golf course. TCE 
and PCE levels in the downgradient wells (NS2-2 and MW-F) were relatively 
stable and below MCLs, with the exception of a one quarter increase of PCE 
to 18 μg/L in NS2-2 (3/2001) which decreased to less than 1 μg/L in 12 
subsequent sampling events (TTEC 2006).  

JEG 1995, 
TTEC 2006 

 

RFA A soil investigation and human health screening evaluation were performed 
for CAOC 10.35 during the RFA. Three borings (N10.35-1 through N10.35-3) 
were advanced in December 1994 at the former location of the DWTP. All 
three borings were located in areas that were unpaved at the time (1994) 
but that currently are paved with asphalt. The borings were advanced to 5 
feet bgs and analyzed for SVOCs, OCPs, PCBs, metals, cyanide, TPH as 
diesel, and TPH as gasoline. Lead and strontium were detected at 
concentrations above their corresponding 95th percentile background 
concentrations. The PCB Aroclor-1260 was detected in samples from two 
borings at concentrations from 491.07 to 3,687.28 μg/kg. Other organic 
contaminants detected at low concentrations included pesticides and 
phthalates.  
Based on the RFA human health screening evaluation further investigation 
was recommended to identify the extent of Aroclor-1260 contamination. 

BNI 1998 

ERFA Nine soil borings were advanced in June 1999 to 10.5 or 13.5 feet bgs in the 
area of former Building 34. Two borings (10.35S01 and 10.35S02) were 

SOTA 2002 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
located in an unpaved area; the remaining borings were located in asphalt-
paved areas. Soil samples were collected from 0.5 or 1, 5, and 10 or 12 feet 
bgs and analyzed for PCBs. 
Aroclor-1260 was detected in the 0.5- to 1-foot-bgs samples from borings 
10.35S01 through 10.35S03, 10.35S05, and 10.35S09 at 21 J to 1,000 μg/kg. 
The highest concentration of 1,000 μg/kg was detected in the 1-foot-bgs 
soil sample from boring 10.35S02. PCBs were not detected in soil samples 
collected from 5, 10, or 12 feet bgs. 

Final RI for OU 7 During the RI, one deep and three shallow soil borings were advanced at 
four locations, 10.35-RI1/1A and 10.35-RI2 through 10.35-RI4, respectively. 
The deep soil boring was advanced to 38.5 feet bgs and sampled from the 
surface to 30.3 feet bgs in two stages (10.35-RI1 and 10.35-RI1A). The 
shallow soil borings were advanced to 12 feet bgs and sampled at three 
depths except at 10.35-RI3. Surface soil samples were collected from all 
borings. Soil samples were analyzed for SVOCs, OCPs and PCBs, and metals. 
Three SVOCs, all phthalates, were detected in soil samples collected during 
the RI as follows: 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) at 92 J to 840 μg/kg at depths from 5 to 30.3 feet bgs in 
10.35-RI2 and 10.35-RI1/1A, respectively 
Di-n-octyl phthalate at 1,600 μg/kg at 0 foot bgs in 10.35-RI1 
Di-n-butyl phthalate at 90 J μg/kg at 5 feet bgs in 10.35-RI2  
OCPs and PCBs were not detected in any of the RI soil samples. 
Arsenic was the only metal detected in the soil samples above its RSLs 
(residential and industrial). All detected arsenic concentrations exceeded 
RSLs. However, none exceeded the Nebo Main Base 95th percentile 
background concentration for arsenic of 10.43 mg/kg. Lead was detected at 
5 feet bgs in boring 10.35-RI2 (13.9 mg/kg) above its background level. The 
detected lead concentration did not exceed the industrial RG of 320 mg/kg 
(based on LeadSpread, see Appendix H). 
During the OU 7 RI, one groundwater sample was collected from boring 
10.35-RI1A at the water table, estimated at 33.6 feet bgs. The sample was 
analyzed for SVOCs, OCPs, and PCBs. SVOCs and PCBs were not detected. 
The pesticide 4,4′-DDT also was detected in the groundwater sample from 
boring 10.35-RI1A but not in soil samples from CAOC 10.35. Therefore, it 
was concluded CAOC 10.35 is not the source of the 4,4′-DDT detected in 
groundwater. 

BEI 2005 

RI and SLERA No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A Tier 
1 SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 
10.35. The Tier 1 SLERA concluded that no further ecological risk evaluation 
was warranted for CAOC 10.35. 

OTIE 2010 

F-6.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Aroclor-1260 concentrations in soil samples were above the residential and industrial RSLs at depths less 
than 5 feet bgs. Dieldrin was detected in one shallow soil sample above its residential RSL. Metals were 
detected at low concentrations except for arsenic. However, arsenic concentrations were below the 
Nebo Main Base 95th percentile background level. The elevated arsenic concentrations are considered 
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normal for the region and not CAOC-related. Soil sampling at CAOC 10.35 was deemed adequate to 
delineate RSL exceedances both vertically and laterally. 

Low concentrations of VOCs (less than 1 μg/L) have been detected in groundwater crossgradient of the 
CAOC at monitoring well MW-F. These VOC detections are attributed to the North VOC Groundwater 
Plume (OU 2) (NAVFAC 2007). VOCs were not detected in the groundwater sample collected from 
CAOC 10.35. 

F-6.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
Soil sample results for CAOC 10.35 indicate that RSLs were exceeded only for Aroclor-1260, dieldrin, and 
arsenic (naturally occurring). Soil sampling at CAOC 10.35 delineated these RSL exceedances vertically 
and laterally, and the sample results indicate that the nature and extent of contaminants at CAOC 10.35 
have been defined. The primary risk driver was arsenic, with a maximum detection of 8.6 mg/kg, which 
was below the 95th percentile background level of 10.43 mg/kg. Low concentrations of VOCs in 
groundwater crossgradient of the CAOC at monitoring well MW-F are attributed to the North VOC 
Groundwater Plume (OU 2), the main body of which is located approximately 800 feet upgradient of 
CAOC 10.35. The total cancer risk estimates are quantified as 2.5 × 10-5 and 1.0 × 10-4 using U.S. EPA and 
Cal/EPA criteria, respectively. The incremental residential cancer risks were quantified to be 4.1 × 10-5 
and 1.6 × 10-5 and incremental industrial cancer risks of 1.3 × 10-5 and 3.7 × 10-6 (based on U.S. EPA and 
Cal/EPA criteria). The noncancerous residential and industrial HIs were 0.77 and 0.14, respectively, 
which are below the noncancerous risk threshold of 1.0. 

The Tier 1 SLERA performed at CAOC 10.35 concluded there is no wildlife exposure pathway to 
chemicals in soil because the site has no viable habitat for ecological receptors. The Tier 1 SLERA 
recommended no further ecological risk evaluation was warranted for CAOC 10.35. 

F-6.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.35, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded CAOC 10.35 does not 
pose unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current 
and historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation 
at the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made. 

F-6.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan. The low levels of pesticides and PCBs in soil will also be documented in the Base 
Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions planned in these areas or 
changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 
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F-7. CAOC 10.37 
F-7.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.37 was an IWTP constructed in 1975 to treat wastewater from industrial operations such as 
painting, cleaning, preservation and packaging, steam cleaning, and vehicle maintenance (Figure F-7). 
Plant operations were discontinued in March 1990. Although the IWTP was designed to handle a 
maximum of 290,000 gallons of wastewater per day, the average rate was around 13,700 gallons per 
day, according to records from 1982 and 1983 (BEI 2005). The adjacent domestic wastewater treatment 
plant (DWTP) remains active. 

CAOC 10.37 includes a wet well, five evaporation ponds, two sludge drying beds, an air flotation unit, a 
tank for ferrous chloride, a waste oil float tank, and a concrete pad with a drain connected to the wet 
well. The IWTP, constructed on land that sloped north toward the Mojave River, was brought to an even 
grade with the addition of 6 to 8 feet of sand and gravel fill probably graded from the area around the 
site. The evaporation basins are paved with concrete; unpaved area includes narrow access-way 
medians along fence lines and on steep slopes off the north and east sides of the sludge-drying beds and 
evaporation basins. The northern extension of this CAOC (situated north of Evaporation Basin 5) is an 
unpaved disturbed area with scant vegetation. 

The main industrial wastewater collection system (CAOC 10.39) consisted of 8-inch-diameter polyvinyl 
chloride pipe that delivered wastewater to the IWTP. In the mid-1990s, connections and drains along 
the line were sealed and plugged with concrete to prevent further discharge. The piping itself was left in 
place. The wastewater was gravity-fed through the pipes into the wet well, where it was pumped into 
the treatment facility. The wet well is reported to be a 6-foot-diameter, closed-bottom, 24-foot-deep 
concrete pipe. Wastewater entered the top of the wet well and was pumped from the bottom to the 
treatment facility by a pump in a separate subgrade chamber adjacent to the well. Influent wastewater 
was first treated in an air flotation unit using ferrous chloride and synthetic polymers as coagulation and 
flocculation agents. The resulting sludge was transferred to a sludge holding tank and then to drying 
ponds for dewatering. These ponds are located northeast of the IWTP. Dewatered sludge was disposed 
at an off-base hazardous waste facility. Effluent from the air flotation unit was transferred to five 
concrete-lined evaporation basins east of the IWTP (BEI 2005). 

F-7.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-6.  

Table F-6 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.37 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
RFA Eight soil borings were advanced in December 1994 to 5 feet bgs or 5 feet below the 

base of the concrete-lined sludge drying beds and evaporation basins at CAOC 10.37. 
The bottoms of the basins were reported to be at 5 feet below present grade. Soil 
samples were collected from 0 and 4.5 feet bgs in seven of the borings and from 0 
and 3.0 feet bgs in one boring.  
The soil samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, cyanide, and TPH as diesel. 
VOCs, SVOCs, TPH as diesel, and metals were detected. TPH as diesel were detected 
in the surface soil sample from boring N10.37-6, at concentrations above the 
California LUFT action level of 1,000 mg/kg. A soil sample from boring N10.37-8, 
north of Evaporation Basin 5, contained several PAHs above their RSLs. 
The following metals exceeded their corresponding 95th percentile background 

BNI 1998 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
concentrations but were below their risk-based concentration values: aluminum, 
arsenic, barium, beryllium, boron, chromium, copper, lead, mercury, molybdenum, 
nickel, selenium, silver, strontium, and zinc. The RFA concluded that these metals 
are naturally occurring. The maximum lead concentration was 23 mg/kg, which is 
below the Industrial RG of 320 mg/kg (based on LeadSpread). 
The RFA recommended further investigation at CAOC 10.37 to evaluate the PCE, 
PAHs, metals, and TPH as diesel. 

RI for OUs 5 
and 6, CAOC 4, 

Stratum 3 

A thermal anomaly (TA) was identified during the RI for OUs 5 and 6 at CAOC 4, 
Stratum 3, during the infrared thermographic survey conducted in August 1991. This 
TA coincided with a “white, pock-marked residue” visible on the surface. Stratum 3 
may have been impacted by water overspray at the north end of Evaporation Basin 
5 (Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Division 1998). Soil vapor and 
soil samples were collected in 1992 and 1993, respectively, at CAOC 4, Stratum 3, 
during the RI for OUs 5 and 6. The soil samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, 
PCBs, pesticides, metals, and cyanide. 
The OUs 5 and 6 RI reported low concentrations of total volatiles in soil vapor in only 
2 of 18 samples collected from Stratum 3. In addition, the RI reported low 
concentrations of chloroform in soil vapor (maximum of 139 μg/L) at the southwest 
corner of Stratum 3 near CAOC 10.37 Evaporation Basin 5. Based on IWTP 
operations, chemical characteristics, and the extent of contamination, the most 
likely sources of the chloroform were normal operations at the IWTP and possibly 
water overspray at the evaporation basins. 
The CAOC 4 RI report discusses calcium hypochlorite stored at CAOC 4 in the 1940s 
and 1950s. The exact disposal location was uncertain. Although all three strata 
investigated under CAOC 4 fit the description of the calcium hypochlorite 
storage/disposal area, Stratum 3 was considered the most likely disposal location. 
An estimated 90,000 cubic feet of calcium hypochlorite in wooden containers was 
estimated to have been disposed of in the area; these containers reportedly leaked. 
After a chemical reaction and fire reported in 1950, the area periodically was doused 
with water through the early 1960s. Based on chemical characteristics and the fire, it 
was considered highly unlikely that any calcium hypochlorite would have remained 
in the near-surface soil for over 40 years. 
CAOC 4, Stratum 3, was recommended for no further action in the ROD for OUs 5 
and 6. Any PAH contamination that may be coincident with the Stratum 3 area was 
transferred to CAOC 10.37 because the footprint of Stratum 3 overlaps the potential 
PAH contamination identified in the eastern portion of CAOC 10.37 (DON 1998).  

JEG 1996 

Site 
Assessment, 

UST T-325 

UST T-325 was located west of CAOC 10.37 at Building 325, which is part of the 
DWTP adjacent to the IWTP. A 1,300-gallon UST was used to store diesel fuel. The 
UST and associated piping were removed in March 1995, and the site was 
investigated as part of the MCLB Barstow LUFT program. After UST removal, 11 soil 
borings were advanced, and 3 groundwater monitoring wells were installed in 1995 
within the boundaries of CAOC 10.37. 
Soil samples were analyzed for TPH as diesel, and the sample with the highest 
reported concentration also was analyzed for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and 
xylene (BTEX). TPH as diesel were detected in two samples at 2,600 and 14,000 
mg/kg. Total xylenes were detected at 4.2 and 6.6 mg/kg. 
Groundwater samples were analyzed for TPH as diesel, BTEX, naphthalene, VOCs, 

Brown and 
Caldwell 

2003 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
and general metals. The results of initial groundwater samples analyzed in 1995 and 
1996 indicated that TPH as diesel or BTEX was present in groundwater in all of the 
UST T-325 borings and wells at CAOC 10.37. TPH as diesel was detected near the 
water table in one boring. The dissolved-phase hydrocarbon plume was reported to 
have migrated approximately 200 feet downgradient to the northeast of the UST. 
This distance coincides approximately with the western edge of Evaporation Basin 1 
at CAOC 10.37. 
Annual sampling of the three groundwater monitoring wells at CAOC 10.37 was 
conducted between 1998 and 2001. In addition, groundwater monitoring well NSI-3, 
downgradient of Evaporation Basin 5, was included in the sampling program. 
Groundwater samples were analyzed for TPH as diesel, aromatic hydrocarbons, 
methyl tert butyl ether (MTBE), naphthalene, and various water quality and natural 
attenuation parameters. TPH as diesel, MTBE, and naphthalene were not detected 
during the approximately 4-year sampling period. The annual sampling report 
concluded based on results for various biodegradation parameter analyses that the 
groundwater analytical data show some evidence supporting natural biodegradation 
of the petroleum hydrocarbons. The annual sampling report recommended that a 
request be made to the RWQCB Lahontan Region to close the site with no further 
action. 

ERFA Ten soil borings and two vertical profile borings were drilled, and two preexisting 
monitoring wells were sampled. SVOCs (primarily PAHs), metals, TPH as diesel, and 
TPH as motor oil were detected in soil samples. The most significant PAH 
concentrations were from the Evaporation Basin 5 area, where several PAHs 
exceeded their PRGs (and RSLs) in shallow soil samples. The ERFA Report concluded 
that arsenic concentrations in soil were naturally occurring. 
TCE and PCE were detected in the 5-foot-bgs soil vapor samples from boring drilled 
in the eastern sludge-drying bed at concentrations of 31.4 μg/L for PCE and 0.02 
μg/L for TCE. VOCs were not detected in deeper samples from that boring or in 
samples from the boring near the wet well. 
VOCs were not detected in groundwater from the two borings or well T-325- MW-3. 
Chloroform was detected near its detection limit at a concentration of 0.8 µg/L in 
well NS1-3. There currently is no U.S. EPA or State of California MCL for chloroform. 
However, this concentration is well below the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL 
of 80 µg/L for total trihalomethanes, which includes chloroform. 

SOTA 2002 

Final RI for OU 
7 

During the OU 7 RI, 26 soil vapor samples were collected from the 10 borings. All soil 
vapor samples were analyzed for VOCs. Acetone, chloroform, PCE, toluene, and 
xylenes were detected at maximum concentrations of 6.4 µg/L, 29 µg/L, 1.4 µg/L, 
1.9 µg/L, and 1.7 µg/L, respectively. VOCs were not detected in soil vapor samples 
collected from depths greater than 20 feet bgs. 
Thirty-two soil samples were collected from six soil borings and three deeper soil 
borings. Soil samples were collected at three depths, at the ground surface and 3 
and 5 feet bgs in the shallow borings and at 0.5-foot and 5, 10, and 14 feet bgs in the 
deeper borings and were analyzed for SVOCs and TPH fuel fingerprint. 
TPH as diesel were detected at 49 mg/kg in one boring. TPH as motor oil was 
detected in seven of the nine borings at 10 mg/kg to 160 mg/kg. Low levels of SVOCs 
were detected in eight of the nine borings. Only benzo(a)pyrene and 
benzo(k)fluoranthene were detected at concentrations exceeding regulatory 
criteria. 

BEI 2005 
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Revised Final 
Supplemental 
RI and SLERA 

The Supplemental RI of CAOC 10.37 included 9 borings from which 27 soil samples 
were collected and analyzed for PAHs and chloroform. The extent of PAHs in soils 
was further defined in the north and northwest of Evaporation Basin 4, south and 
east of Evaporation Basin 5, and south of the former wet well. The vertical extent of 
PAHs was defined as within the upper 5 feet of soil and within the fill material used 
to construct the evaporation basin berms. While the horizontal extent of PAHs to 
the north and east of Evaporation Basin 5 is not fully defined, the RI data were 
sufficient to complete the FS. Chloroform was detected in soil samples collected 
proximal to the residue of buried calcium hypochlorite found immediately east and 
north of Evaporation Basin 5 (east end of CAOC). The available soil data indicate that 
chloroform is found primarily in relation to the suspected calcium hypochlorite 
burial area. Groundwater samples chloroform data from five monitoring wells 
located on or downgradient of CAOC 10.37 indicated that low concentrations of 
chloroform (well below the MCL of 80 µg/L) are present in groundwater in the area 
of the inert buried calcium hypochlorite. The available long-term groundwater 
monitoring data do not suggest an increasing trend in chloroform concentrations.  
An update to the baseline HHRA was performed to incorporate the additional data 
obtained during the Supplemental RI; the HHRA update was performed for 
industrial, maintenance/repair, and trespasser scenarios and focused on potential 
exposure to soils contamination. The Tier I assessment for carcinogens identified a 
risk of approximately 4 x 10-5 in shallow soils, primarily due to arsenic. The RI 
baseline HHRA had concluded that detected soil arsenic concentrations are related 
to background and not CAOC-related activities. No further investigation of CAOC 
10.37 was recommended.  
A Tier 1 SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 
10.37. CAOC 10.37 was recommended for the Tier 2 BERA Step 3A risk refinement. 

OTIE 2010 

Revised Final 
WP for 

Completion of 
the BERA of 

Selected Areas 
of OU 7 

The DON prepared a WP for additional data acquisition and completion of the BERA 
for eight OU 7 CAOCs, including CAOC 10.37. The DON recommended, and FFA 
regulators concurred, that no further risk evaluation was required for CAOC 10.37 
because of its very limited or minimal potential (de minimis) habitat. 

ATJV 2011 

F-7.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
TPH as diesel and TPH as motor oil were detected in shallow soil (0 to 10 feet bgs) at concentrations 
generally decreasing with depth. The vertical and lateral extent of TPH in soil has been defined. PAHs 
were detected in soil above RSLs at a maximum depth of 5 feet bgs. The extent of PAHs above RSLs has 
been defined laterally and vertically. 

Acetone, PCE, TCE, and chloroform were detected in soil vapor in the northern area of Evaporation Basin 
2 at depths up to 20 feet bgs. Fuel-related VOCs (toluene and xylenes) were detected in soil vapor at five 
locations across the CAOC at concentrations ranging from 0.54 to 1.7 μg/L at depths to 20 feet bgs. 
Chloroform also was detected in soil vapor samples from several borings north of Evaporation Basin 5 
and from two borings along the southern CAOC boundary. Chloroform likely is a byproduct of the 
reaction between chloride (used during previous IWTP treatment activities) and organic material and/or 
the historical burial and subsequent reaction and decomposition of calcium hypochlorite in the 1950s. 
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Groundwater sampling results from the UST site assessment indicated the presence of TPH and fuel 
related constituents, most likely from former UST T-325. More recent groundwater monitoring activities 
in 1999 indicate the presence of chloroform, toluene, and five metals at concentrations below MCLs. 
Monitoring after 1999 does not indicate the presence of BTEX, SVOCs, or fuels in groundwater, and the 
former UST has been recommended for site closure (Brown and Caldwell 2003). Chloroform in 
groundwater in monitoring wells downgradient of the site has ranged from below detection to 2 µg/L 
since 2001. 

F-7.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
A baseline HHRA was performed using the data collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002). The risk 
evaluation was conducted based on maximum COPC sample results. Each chemical positively identified 
in the samples was included for evaluation as a COPC. All risk at CAOC 10.37 is within U.S. EPA’s target 
risk management range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4. The total cancer risk estimates, are quantified as 3.8 × 10-5 
and 4.8 × 10-5 using residential U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA criteria. Cancer risk primarily is attributable to risk 
associated with exposure to the PAH benzo(a)pyrene, chloroform, PCE, and arsenic. However, arsenic 
was not detected above its 95th percentile background level of 10.43 mg/kg. Arsenic is naturally 
occurring in soils in the area and is not the result of historic CAOC-related activities. The noncancerous 
HI for a hypothetical resident child exposed to shallow soil, soil vapor, and groundwater COPCs was 
quantified to be 0.55 (below the noncancerous risk threshold of 1.0). There current land use is fenced-
off former IWTP facilities and open space (north of Evaporation Basin 5).  

The Tier 1 SLERA for CAOC 10.37 resulted in a recommendation for Tier 2 BERA Step 3A risk refinement 
for this site (OTIE 2010). The DON subsequently prepared a WP for additional data acquisition and 
completion of the BERA for eight OU 7 CAOCs, including CAOC 10.37. As part of the WP preparation, 
BERA Tier 2 Step 2 and Step 3A ecological risk evaluations were completed to refine the data collection 
scope. The DON recommended, and FFA regulators concurred, that no further risk evaluation was 
required for CAOC 10.37 because of its very limited or minimal potential (de minimis) habitat 
(ATJV 2011). 

F-7.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.37, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded CAOC 10.37 does not 
pose unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current 
and historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation 
at the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made. 

F-7.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of metals, PAHs, and VOC in soil and VOCs in 
soil vapor will also be documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will 
indicate that any actions planned in these areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and 
reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. 
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The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-8. CAOC 10.3 
F-8.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.3 consists of Warehouse 2, a general warehouse at Nebo Main Base (Figure F-8). Warehouse 2 
is a concrete storage facility constructed in 1942, which encompasses an area of approximately 600 by 
200 feet or 2.9 acres. The facility features a concrete floor with numerous floor drains and associated 
sub-floor drain lines. The area around the building is covered by concrete pavement. Warehouse 2 has 
been used for general storage since 1961 and currently stores SR71 Blackbird aircraft parts and 
equipment. Warehouse 2 was used for vehicle repair from 1942 to 1961. During that time, activities 
included engine repair, rebuilding and testing, and radiator cleaning. In addition, battery repair, metal 
parts cleaning, dynamometer testing, solvent cleaning, and weapons repair reportedly were conducted. 
The suspected past activities may have involved the use of fuels; hydraulic, transmission, and gear oils; 
various greases; hydrochloric, sulfuric, and phosphoric acids; P9 oil; vapor degreasers; radiator coolants; 
antifreezes; rust inhibitors; PX blackening agent; sodium hydroxide; sodium gluconate; alkaline 
derusters; monosodium phosphate; alkaline paint strippers; dye penetrant; and rinse water 
(SOTA 2002). 

F-8.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-7.  

Table F-7 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.3 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
RFA Vehicle repair activities at Warehouse 2 conducted from 1942 to 1961 

potentially have released hazardous materials to underlying soil through the 
building sump and floor drain system. These possible releases were investigated 
during the RFA. Most of the suspected source areas (sumps, drains, etc.) were 
determined to be located in or near the northern portion of the building. During 
the RFA, four soil borings were drilled near the northern end of Warehouse 2. 
Soil samples were collected from 0 to 0.5 and 5 feet bgs in each boring. Soil 
samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides and PCBs, TRPH, metals, 
cyanide, ethylene glycol, and pH. Additionally, soil vapor samples were collected 
from 5 feet bgs in borings off set from the soil borings and analyzed for VOCs. 
VOCs (including PCE), one SVOC, pesticides, one PCB (Aroclor-1260), metals, and 
a soil pH of 9.9 were detected in soil samples. PCE was detected in soil vapor 
samples. 

BNI 1998 

ERFA The ERFA for CAOC 10.3 focused on potential soil contamination beneath and 
near Warehouse 2 and possible impact on the underlying North VOC 
Groundwater Plume (OU 2). In addition to soil contamination attributable to 
Warehouse 2, soil contamination in the area of former USTs T-2B and T-2C2 
(SWMU 10.43) and four suspected USTs (T-2G, T-2H, T-2I, and T-2J) was of 
concern. Thirteen vertical profile borings were drilled and sampled (10.3V01 
through 10.3V13) in and around Warehouse 2. Vertical profile borings were 

SOTA 2002 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
located to assess potential soil and groundwater contamination attributable to 
various sources. 
Soil and soil vapor samples were collected below the concrete slab (1-foot bgs) 
and at 10-foot intervals until the water table was encountered. Groundwater 
samples were collected at the water table (encountered from 30 to 32.5 feet 
bgs) from vertical profile borings. 
Soil samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, TPH, and metals. Results are 
summarized below. 
VOCs were limited to trace detections of acetone ranging from 17 to 22 µg/kg. 
SVOCs were limited to low detections of phthalates up to 140 µg/kg in samples 
collected from 1 to 30 feet bgs. 
PCBs were detected in soil samples from 1-foot-bgs from borings 10.3V01 
(9.1 µg/kg) and 10.3V08 (6.3 µg/kg), below the U.S. EPA RSL of 220 µg/kg. 
TPH as diesel ranged from 6 to 470 mg/kg in samples collected from 1 to 30 feet 
bgs. 
Metals that exceeded respective background levels or RSLs included arsenic, 
lead, mercury, and selenium. 
Soil vapor samples were analyzed for VOCs. Results are summarized below. 
Detected VOCs included acetone, benzene, ethylbenzene, methylene chloride, 
PCE, TCE, toluene, and xylenes. Detections ranged from 0.003471 µg/L for 
o-xylene to 22.548 µg/L for acetone in various samples collected from 1 to 
30 feet bgs. 
Groundwater samples were collected and analyzed for VOCs. 
VOCs detected included acetone; 1,2-DCE; 2- hexanone; MTBE; methylene 
chloride; PCE; toluene; and TCE. PCE was detected in groundwater samples from 
six borings at concentrations ranging from 6.7 to 69 µg/L, which are above 
U.S. EPA and California MCLs. 

Revised Final 
Supplemental 
RI and SLERA 

No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A Tier 1 
SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 10.3. 
The SLERA concluded that no further ecological risk evaluation was warranted 
for CAOC 10.3. 

OTIE 2010 

F-8.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Acetone was detected in soil at concentrations ranging from 17 to 22 μg/kg, which are below the 
U.S. EPA residential RSL. PCBs, SVOCs, and TPH were detected at concentrations well below their 
respective RSLs and LUFT criteria (for TPH) in soil and are considered insignificant. 

The lateral extent of PCE (as well as other VOC) concentrations in soil vapor is limited. In addition, 
overall, the concentrations decrease with depth, with most of the contamination occurring above 
20 feet bgs. 

PCE was detected in groundwater beneath CAOC 10.3. However, soil and soil vapor samples do not 
suggest that operations conducted at the former warehouse are a source of the groundwater 
contamination. Groundwater beneath CAOC 10.3 is being addressed under the OUs 1 and 2 ROD 
(DON 1998). 
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F-8.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
A baseline HHRA was performed using the data collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002). The risk 
evaluation was conducted based on maximum COPC sample results. Each chemical positively identified 
in the samples was included for evaluation as a COPC. The cancer risks from exposure to soil are 7 × 10-7 
and 3 × 10-7 for the Cal/EPA residential and industrial scenarios, respectively. Cancer risks under all soil 
exposure routes and pathways evaluated are below U.S. EPA’s risk management point of departure 
threshold of 1 × 10-6. The noncancerous HIs from exposure to soil are 0.3 and 0.01 for the residential and 
industrial scenarios, respectively. All noncancerous risks are below the threshold noncancerous risk level 
of 1. The cancer risk from exposure to groundwater (6 × 10-5 for the residential scenario) is within U.S. 
EPA’s target risk management range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4. The cancer risk is 98 percent due to the risk 
associated with exposure to PCE, and the remainder is due to the risk associated with exposure to 
methylene chloride and TCE. The HI for residential exposure to groundwater (0.6) is below the U.S. EPA 
threshold noncancerous risk level of 1. Groundwater at CAOC 10.3 is being addressed under the OUs 1 
and 2 ROD (DON 1998). 

The Tier 1 SLERA performed for CAOC 10.3 concluded there is no wildlife exposure pathway to chemicals 
in soil because the site has no viable habitat for ecological receptors. The Tier 1 SLERA recommended no 
further ecological risk evaluation for CAOC 10.3 (OTIE 2010). 

F-8.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.3, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded CAOC 10.3 does not pose 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current and 
historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation at 
the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made. 

F-8.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks related to soil at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, 
for information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided 
in the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of VOCs in groundwater will also be 
documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions 
planned in these areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow 
Environmental Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-9. CAOC 10.4 
F-9.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.4 consists of Building 3, a general warehouse (Warehouse 3) at Nebo Main Base (Figure F-9). 
Warehouse 3 is a concrete storage facility constructed in 1942. The warehouse has a concrete floor with 
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numerous sumps, floor drains, and associated sub-floor drain lines. Concrete pavement covered the 
ground surface around the building. Warehouse 3 primarily has been used for general storage and 
vehicle repair, but recent use has been limited to office space and storage of field equipment (such as 
tents, clothing, etc.) and other miscellaneous items (such as non-hazardous fire-fighting equipment). 
Recent office space use is limited to MCLB Barstow environmental offices located in the southernmost 
third of the building. 

Warehouse 3 reportedly was the primary industrial facility at MCLB Barstow Nebo Annex prior to 1961. 
Three cleaning tanks (possibly solvent dip tanks) formerly were located in the northern portion of the 
warehouse. A steam-cleaning wash rack and associated sump are located near the northern end of 
Warehouse 3 and currently are used to clean small machinery (such as lawn mowers) (SOTA 2002). An 
oil/water separator formerly was located in the vicinity of the steam cleaning wash rack. The oil/water 
separator was removed in 1999.  

Warehouse 3 was used for vehicle repair from 1942 to 1961. During that time, some of the suspected 
vehicle repair activities discussed for CAOC 10.3 (Warehouse 2) may have also been conducted at 
Warehouse 3 (SOTA 2002). 

Current use of Warehouse 3 is storage of field equipment (such as tents, clothing, etc.) and other 
miscellaneous items (such as non-hazardous fire-fighting equipment) (NOREAS and SES 2013). 

F-9.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-8.  

Table F-8 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.4 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
RFA Vehicle repair activities conducted at Warehouse 3 from 1942 to 1961 may have 

resulted in releases of hazardous materials to underlying soils through the 
building sump and floor drain system. These releases were investigated during 
the RFA. Most suspected source areas (sumps, drains, etc.) were determined to 
be located in or near the northern portion of the building. During the RFA, three 
soil borings were drilled near the northern end of Warehouse 3. Soil samples 
were collected from 0 to 0.5 and at 5 feet bgs from each boring. The soil 
samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, TRPH, metals, 
cyanide, ethylene glycol, and pH. Additionally, soil vapor samples were collected 
from 5 feet bgs in borings off set from the soil borings and analyzed for VOCs. 
Soil sample laboratory analytical results indicated detections of VOCs (including 
PCE), SVOCs, TPH as diesel, pesticides, and metals, and a soil pH of 10. Soil 
vapor sample results indicated detections of PCE. The RFA report concluded 
that the detections of organic compounds and metals in the soil samples were 
not significant. However, the RFA recommended additional sampling to further 
characterize Warehouse 3. A suspected source area for VOC contamination in 
groundwater (investigated under OU 2, the North VOC Groundwater Plume) 
was of particular concern for further study. 

BNI 1998 

ERFA The ERFA for CAOC 10.4 focused on potential soil contamination beneath or 
near Warehouse 3 and possible impact on the underlying North VOC 
Groundwater Plume (OU 2). Seven soil borings and two vertical profile borings 
were drilled and sampled to further investigate four suspected source areas. 
Five soil borings (10.4S03 through 10.4S07) were advanced to 15.5 feet bgs. Soil 

SOTA 2002 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
samples were collected from 1, 5, 10 or 11, and 15 feet bgs and analyzed for 
VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and TAL metals. One vertical profile boring (10.4V02) was 
advanced in the area formerly occupied by three cleaning tanks to evaluate 
potential contribution to the North VOC Groundwater Plume (OU 2). Soil and 
soil vapor samples were collected from 1, 10, 20, and 30 feet bgs. Soil samples 
were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and TAL metals. Soil vapor samples were 
analyzed for VOCs. A groundwater sample was collected at the water table 
(encountered at 32 feet bgs) and analyzed for VOCs. Two soil borings (10.4S01 
and 10.4S02) were advanced near the location of the inlet and outlet lines of 
the former oil/water separator associated with Warehouse 3. Soil samples were 
collected from 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, TPH, 
and TAL metals. One vertical profile boring (10.4V01) was advanced near the 
center of the former oil/water separator. Soil samples were collected from 10 
and 30 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, TPH, and TAL metals. Soil 
vapor samples were collected from 1, 10, 20, and 30 feet bgs and analyzed for 
VOCs. A groundwater sample was collected at the water table (encountered at 
31 feet bgs) and analyzed for VOCs and TPH. Sampling results are summarized 
below. 
Soil Sample Results 
VOCs and PCBs were not detected in any soil sample analyzed. SVOCs were 
detected at very low concentrations ranging from 25 to 940 µg/kg 
(bis[2-ethylhexyl]phthalate). Detections of TPH were limited to TPH as diesel 
(25 mg/kg) and TPH as motor oil range (22 mg/kg) in the 5-foot-bgs sample from 
boring 10.4S01. Except for arsenic, all TAL metals were detected at 
concentrations below their respective RSLs. 
Soil Vapor Sample Results 
Detected VOCs include acetone, chloroform, PCE, and TCE. Detections ranged 
from 2.033 µg/L for PCE to 9.494 µg/L for acetone in samples from 1 to 30 feet 
bgs in boring 10.4V02. In boring 10.4V01, PCE was detected at 8.132 µg/L in the 
1-foot-bgs sample. In boring 10.4V02, PCE was detected in soil vapor samples 
from 20 and 30 feet bgs. 
Groundwater Sample Results 
VOCs detected in groundwater include acetone, MTBE, and PCE in samples from 
vertical profile boring 10.4V02 located near the former cleaning tanks. The 
acetone concentration (66 µg/L) was well below the U.S. EPA RSL of 610 µg/L. 
The MTBE concentration (1.5 µg/L) also was well below the U.S. EPA RSL of 20 
µg/L and below the proposed U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 13 µg/L. 
The PCE concentration (9.8 µg/L) exceeded both the U.S. EPA RSL of 1.1 µg/L 
and the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 5 µg/L. TPH as diesel (0.33 mg/L) 
and TPH as motor oil (0.22 mg/L) were detected in the grab groundwater 
sample collected from vertical profile boring 10.4V01. PRGs or RSLs have not 
been established for TPH in groundwater. 

Revised Final 
Supplemental 
RI and SLERA 

No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A Tier 1 
SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 10.4. 
The SLERA concluded that no further ecological risk evaluation was warranted 
for CAOC 10.4. 

OTIE 2010 
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F-9.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Soil sample results indicate that TPH as diesel was detected at low concentrations, primarily above 
5 feet bgs. The lateral extent of TPH also appears limited. TPH as motor oil was detected at a very low 
concentration at one boring location. Soil sample results also indicate detected concentrations of VOCs 
(including PCE), SVOCs, pesticides, and metals. However, the detected concentrations (except for 
arsenic) were below their respective residential RSLs. Arsenic concentrations exceeded both the 
residential and industrial RSLs but not the Nebo Main Base 95th percentile background level of 
10.43 mg/kg. The detected arsenic concentrations are considered normal for the region and not CAOC 
related. 

VOCs were detected in soil vapor samples in the area of CAOC 10.4. The lateral extent of PCE (as well as 
other VOC) concentrations in soil vapor is limited, and overall, concentrations decrease with depth. The 
highest concentrations were detected in soil vapor samples from 20 feet bgs. Groundwater sample 
results indicate PCE above its U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 5 μg/L. Groundwater currently is 
subjected to active remediation using a groundwater extraction and treatment system (GETS) under 
OUs 1 and 2 ROD (DON 1998). 

F-9.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
A baseline HHRA was performed using the data collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002). The risk 
evaluation was conducted based on maximum COPC sample results. Each chemical positively identified 
in the samples was included for evaluation as a COPC. The cancer risks from exposure to soil are 4 × 10-5 

and 6 × 10-6 for the Cal/EPA residential and industrial scenarios, respectively. The HIs from exposure to 
soil are 2 and 0.3 for the residential and industrial scenarios, respectively. However, the risk above 
target risk levels is due to arsenic (SOTA 2002), which is naturally occurring. The maximum detected 
arsenic was 14.8 mg/kg, which was higher than the background of 10.43 mg/kg. The cancer risk from 
exposure to groundwater is 9 × 10-6 for the residential scenario, with 100 percent of the risk associated 
with exposure to PCE. The HI from residential exposure to groundwater is 0.2. Cancer risks under all 
exposure routes and pathways evaluated are within U.S. EPA’s target risk management range of 1 × 10-6 
to 1 × 10-4. 

Significant detections in groundwater are limited to a single detection of PCE in a sample and its 
duplicate (from boring 10.4V02 near the former cleaning tanks) at 9 to 10 μg/L, which exceeds the 
U.S. EPA and State of California MCL. The sampling location is several hundred feet west of the North 
VOC Groundwater Plume (OU 2) boundary, as it existed at the time of this sampling. The PCE 
concentration detected during the ERFA is similar to PCE concentrations detected in the plume 
(SOTA 2002). 

Due to the presence of elevated VOCs in soil vapor in Warehouse 3, site specific risk assessment for 
vapor intrusion was performed. Total risks were calculated to range from 1.0x10-6 to 4.8x10-8, based on 
DTSC and U.S. EPA toxicity criteria, respectively (NOREAS and SES 2013). The predicted levels of VOCs in 
Warehouse 3 are acceptable. 

The Tier 1 SLERA performed for CAOC 10.4 concluded there is no wildlife exposure pathway to chemicals 
in soil because the site has no viable habitat for ecological receptors. The Tier 1 SLERA recommended no 
further ecological risk evaluation for CAOC 10.4 (OTIE 2010). 
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F-9.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.4, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded CAOC 10.4 does not pose 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current and 
historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation at 
the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made.  

F-9.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks from exposure to soil at this CAOC exceeded 
1 x 10-6, for information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be 
provided in the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of VOCs in groundwater and 
metals in soil will also be documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will 
indicate that any actions planned in these areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and 
reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-10. CAOC 10.5 
F-10.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.5 consists of Warehouse 4, a general warehouse at Nebo Main Base (Figure F-10). Warehouse 
4 is a concrete storage facility constructed in 1942. The warehouse has a concrete floor. Three former 
floor drains are evidenced by circular concrete patches in the northwest comer of the building near the 
former locations of a battery shop and generator. The surface around the building is concrete and 
asphalt paved. Warehouse 4 has been used for general storage since 1961 and currently is used for 
recreation and storage of SR71 Blackbird aircraft parts and equipment. Recreational use is limited to 
squash courts in the central portion of the building. Warehouse 4 was used for vehicle repair from 1942 
to 1961. During that time, some of the suspected vehicle repair activities conducted at CAOC 10.3 
(Warehouse 2) may have also been conducted at Warehouse 4. Accordingly, the suspected past vehicle 
repair activities at Warehouse 4 may have involved the various hazardous materials listed in 
Section 2.2.7.1 for CAOC 10.3 (Warehouse 2) (SOTA 2002). 

F-10.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized Table F-9.  

Table F-9 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.5 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 

RFA Vehicle repair activities conducted at Warehouse 4 from 1942 to 1961 may have 
resulted in releases of hazardous materials to underlying soils through the 
building sump and floor drain system. These releases were investigated during the 
RFA. Suspected source areas were limited to the three former floor drains in the 

BNI 1998 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
northwest corner of the building. Three soil borings were drilled near the 
northern end of Warehouse 4. Soil samples were collected from 0 to 0.5 and 5 
feet bgs from each boring and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, TRPH, 
metals, cyanide, ethylene glycol, and pH. Soil vapor samples were collected from 5 
feet bgs in 3 borings off set from the soil borings and analyzed for VOCs. The 
highest PCE detection was 2.6 µg/L. 
Compounds detected in soil sample included VOCs, one pesticide, TPH as diesel, 
and metals. Soil pH was 9.4. PCE and TCE were detected in soil vapor samples. The 
RFA report concluded that the detections of organic compounds and metals in the 
soil samples were not significant. However, the RFA recommended additional 
sampling to further characterize Warehouse 4. 

ERFA The ERFA for CAOC 10.5 focused on potential soil contamination beneath 
and near the northwest corner of Warehouse 4. Two soil borings were 
drilled in the building to 15.5 feet bgs. Soil samples were collected below 
the concrete slab (1-foot bgs) and at 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs and analyzed 
for SVOCs, PCBs, and metals. The 10-foot-bgs sample from one boring and 
the 15-foot- bgs sample from the other boring were also analyzed for 
VOCs. 

VOCs and PCBs were not detected. Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (68 µg/kg) 
was detected in the 5-foot-bgs sample from one boring. No metal 
concentrations exceeded respective RSLs. 

SOTA 2002 

Revised Final 
Supplemental 
RI and SLERA 

No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A 
Tier 1 SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including 
CAOC 10.5. The SLERA concluded that no further ecological risk evaluation 
was warranted for CAOC 10.5. 

OTIE 2010 

F-10.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
The RFA report concluded that the detections of organic compounds and metals in the soil samples were 
not significant (BNI 1998). COPCs were not detected in soil samples at concentrations exceeding 
background concentrations, RSLs, or PRGs during any previous site investigation. 

Soil sample results indicate that TPH as diesel were detected at low concentrations, specifically at one 
boring location at a depth of 5 feet bgs. VOCs were detected at concentrations below their respective 
U.S. EPA residential RSLs during the RFA. In addition, detected concentrations of VOCs are limited to 5 
feet bgs. Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate was detected in one sample at a concentration significantly below 
its residential RSL. Arsenic concentrations exceeded both the residential and industrial RSLs. However, 
arsenic concentrations did not exceed the Nebo Main Base 95th percentile background level of 
10.43 mg/kg. The elevated arsenic concentrations are considered normal for the region and not CAOC 
related. Iron was detected at concentrations above its background level. However, the maximum 
reported concentration was below the residential RSL of 55,000 mg/kg. 

Soil vapor samples collected during previous investigation at CAOC 10.5 indicated PCE at 1 μg/L, 
1.5 μg/L, and 2.6 μg/L (industrial screening level is 2.1 μg/L) 
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F-10.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
A baseline HHRA was performed using the data collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002). The risk 
evaluation was conducted based on maximum COPC sample results. Each chemical positively identified 
in the samples was included for evaluation as a COPC. The cancer risks from exposure to soil are 3 × 10-5 
and 4 × 10-6 for the Cal/EPA residential and industrial scenarios, respectively. Cancer risk is 100 percent 
due to the risk associated with exposure to arsenic (maximum detection of 11.6 mg/kg, slightly higher 
than the background level of 10.43 mg/kg). The HIs from exposure to soil are 0.8 and 0.2 for the 
residential and industrial scenarios, respectively, below the threshold risk level of 1 (SOTA 2002). Cancer 
risks under all exposure routes and pathways evaluated are within U.S. EPA’s target risk management 
range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4, and noncancerous HIs are below the threshold noncancerous risk level of 1. 

The Tier 1 SLERA performed for CAOC 10.5 concluded there is no wildlife exposure pathway to chemicals 
in soil because the site has no viable habitat for ecological receptors. The Tier 1 SLERA recommended no 
further ecological risk evaluation for CAOC 10.5 (OTIE 2010). 

F-10.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.5, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded this CAOC does not pose 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current and 
historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation at 
the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made. 

F-10.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of metals in soil will also be documented in 
the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions planned in these 
areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental 
Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-11. CAOC 10.49 
F-11.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.49 consists of formerly used USTs T-27A, T-27B, and T-27C on the south side of Building 27 at 
Nebo Main Base (Figure F-11). Vent pipes were observed in 1992 and a geophysical survey conducted in 
1995 indicated UST-like anomalies in the area, but no USTs were found during subsequent air-knifing in 
the area. 
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F-11.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized in Table F-10.  

Table F-10 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.49 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
ERFA CAOC 10.49 was not investigated during the RFA. The ERFA for CAOC 10.49 

focused on potential soil contamination and impact on underlying 
groundwater (North VOC Groundwater Plume, OU 2). Because CAOC 10.49 is 
located downgradient of CAOC 10.12, groundwater data collected at CAOC 
10.49 also were used to evaluate potential groundwater contamination from 
CAOC 10.12. 
One vertical profile boring (10.49V01) was advanced through the suspected 
former location of UST T-27A. Soil samples were collected from 10, 20, and 
30 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, TPH, and TAL metals. Soil 
vapor samples were collected from 10 and 20 feet bgs and analyzed for 
VOCs. A groundwater sample was collected at the water table (encountered 
at 29 feet bgs) and analyzed for VOCs and TPH. 
Two soil borings (10.49S01 and 10.49S02) were advanced through the 
former locations of USTs T-27B and T-27C. Soil samples were collected from 
10, 20, and 30 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs (20- foot-bgs samples only), 
SVOCs, PCBs, TPH, and TAL metals. 
Soil Sample Results 
SVOCs and PCBs were not detected in any soil samples. Acetone was 
detected at 38 to 122 µg/kg in samples collected from 10 to 30 feet bgs. PCE 
was detected at 25 µg/kg in the 30-foot-bgs sample collected from vertical 
profile boring 10.49V01. TAL metals were below background levels except 
for arsenic. Arsenic was detected at concentrations above the 95th 
percentile background level of 10.43 mg/kg in the 10-foot-bgs sample from 
10.49S01 (28.3 mg/kg) and the 10-foot-bgs sample from 10.49SB02 
(36 mg/kg). TPH as diesel was detected in each of the borings at 2 to 
91 mg/kg (10.49V01). 
Soil Vapor Sample Results 
Soil vapor samples were collected from boring 10.49V01 at 10 and 20 feet 
bgs and analyzed for VOCs. Detected VOCs were limited to PCE at 104, 0.364 
µg/L and 1,091 µg/L in the 10- and 20-foot-bgs samples and TCE at 
1.074 µg/L in the 10-foot-bgs sample. 
Groundwater Sample Results 
Groundwater was encountered at 30 feet bgs in boring 10.49V01 (located 
near former UST T-27A). Groundwater samples were analyzed for VOCs and 
TPH. Detected VOCs were limited to a single detection of PCE (2 µg/L) below 
the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 5 µg/L. In addition, low 
concentrations of TPH as gasoline (0.03 mg/L) and TPH as diesel (0.1 mg/L) 
were detected.  

SOTA 2002 

Revised Final 
Supplemental RI 
and SLERA 

No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A Tier 
1 SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 
1049. The SLERA concluded that no further ecological risk evaluation was 
warranted for CAOC 10.49. 

OTIE 2010 
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F-11.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Soil sample results indicate TPH as diesel and as motor oil at low concentrations, primarily at 10 feet 
bgs. Soil sample results also indicate acetone at concentrations significantly below its residential RSL. 
Detected metals concentrations (except for arsenic) did not exceed their respective residential RSLs. 
Arsenic concentrations (maximum of 36 mg/kg) exceeded both the residential and industrial RSL and the 
Nebo Main Base arsenic 95th percentile background level of 10.43 mg/kg. 

VOCs were detected in soil vapor samples in the area of CAOC 10.49. However, these VOCs currently are 
subjected to active remediation using AS/SVE under the OU 1 and 2 ROD (NAVFAC 2007). 

PCE was detected in groundwater below the U.S. EPA and State of California MCL of 5 μg/L. As noted 
above, VOCs currently are subjected to active remediation using AS/SVE. TPH was detected at low 
concentrations. 

F-11.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
A baseline HHRA was performed using the data collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002). The risk 
evaluation was conducted based on maximum COPC sample results. Each chemical positively identified 
in the samples was included for evaluation as a COPC. The cancer risks from exposure to soil are 9 × 10-5 
and 1 × 10-5 for the Cal/EPA residential and industrial scenarios, respectively. The cancer risk is 
100 percent due to the risk associated with exposure to arsenic (maximum detection was 36 mg/kg, 
higher than the background level of 10.43 mg/kg). Groundwater has one COPC, PCE. The cancer risk 
from exposure to groundwater is 2 × 10-6 for the residential scenario, with 100 percent of the risk 
associated with exposure to PCE. The HI from residential exposure to groundwater is 0.008, and HI for 
soil is 3.0 and 0.4 (for residential and industrial, based on Cal/EPA criteria) (SOTA 2002). 

The human health cancer risk is within U.S. EPA’s target risk management range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4, 
and noncancerous HIs are below the threshold noncancerous risk level of 1, with the exception of 
residential exposure to soil, which had an HI of 3.0. Cancer risk primarily is attributable to the risk 
associated with exposure to arsenic. Since the only arsenic concentrations in soil above background 
levels were for samples collected from 10 feet bgs, the potential residential exposure to soil containing 
arsenic at concentrations above background levels is considered very unlikely.  

The Tier 1 SLERA performed for CAOC 10.49 concluded there is no wildlife exposure pathway to 
chemicals in soil because the site has no viable habitat for ecological receptors. The Tier 1 SLERA 
recommended no further ecological risk evaluation for CAOC 10.49 (OTIE 2010). 

F-11.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.49, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded this CAOC does not pose 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current and 
historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation at 
the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made. 
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F-11.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of VOCs and TPH in groundwater, metals and 
TPH in soil, and VOCs in soil vapor will also be documented in the Base Master Plan. Language in the 
Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions planned in these areas or changes in site use should be 
coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries.  

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 

F-12. CAOC 10.80 
F-12.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
CAOC 10.80 consists of former UST T-354 on the south side of former Building 354 at Nebo Main Base 
(Figure F-12). UST T-354 was a 450-gallon, fiberglass UST removed in 1992 during the RFA. It is suspected 
that the UST was used as a boiler blowdown tank. MCLB Barstow records indicate that no wastes were 
managed in UST T-354 and that no releases were recorded during its use. 

F-12.2. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 
Previous investigations are briefly summarized Table F-11.  

Table F-11 Summary of Previous Investigations – CAOC 10.80 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
RFA As part of the RFA, two soil samples were collected during removal of UST T-354 

in 1992, one from the base of the excavation and the other from the stockpile of 
excavated soil. Both samples were analyzed for metals and pH. Laboratory 
analytical results indicated detections of the following metals above background 
levels: cadmium, total chromium, lead, molybdenum, nickel, and zinc. The RFA 
report concluded that the detections of metals are not significant unless the total 
chromium detections (9.3 to 462 mg/kg) include hexavalent chromium (not 
included in the analyses). The RFA report recommended further sampling to 
evaluate the possible presence of hexavalent chromium contamination in soil. 

BNI 1998 

ERFA The ERFA at CAOC 10.80 focused on potential soil contamination beneath former 
UST T-354. One soil boring (10.80S01) was advanced to 20.5 feet bgs. Soil 
samples were collected from 10, 15, and 20 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs 
(15-foot-bgs sample only) and total and hexavalent chromium. 
VOCs were not detected. Detections of total chromium were limited to low levels 
ranging from 8.4 to 21.1 mg/kg in samples collected from 10 to 20 feet bgs. All 
detected concentrations were well below the U.S. EPA PRG of 210 mg/kg and the 
background level of 49.69 mg/kg. Hexavalent chromium was not detected. 

SOTA 2002 

Revised Final 
Supplemental 
RI and SLERA 

No samples were collected as part of the Supplemental RI at this site. A Tier 1 
SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC 10.80. 
The SLERA concluded that no further ecological risk evaluation was warranted for 
CAOC 10.80. 

OTIE 2010 
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F-12.3. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION 
Total chromium concentrations in soil samples ranged from 8.4 to 467 mg/kg during previous 
investigations. Hexavalent chromium and VOCs were not detected in any soil samples analyzed. Metals 
were detected above background levels, including cadmium, total chromium, lead, molybdenum, nickel, 
and zinc. However, none of the detected concentrations exceeded their respective RSLs. 

Groundwater and soil vapor samples were not collected from CAOC 10.80. 

F-12.4. SUMMARY OF RISKS 
A baseline HHRA was performed using the data collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002). The risk 
evaluation was conducted based on maximum COPC sample results. Each chemical positively identified 
in the samples was included for evaluation as a COPC. Groundwater and soil vapor samples were not 
collected from CAOC 10.80. The cancer risks from exposure to soil are 4 × 10-6 and 2 × 10-6 for the 
Cal/EPA residential and industrial scenarios, respectively. Cancer risk is 50 percent due to the risk 
associated with exposure to chromium (maximum detection of 462 mg/kg as compared to 95th 
percentile background of 33.15 mg/kg), and the remaining 50 percent is due to risk associated with 
exposure to cadmium (maximum detection of 5.7 mg/kg as compared to 95th percentile background of 
1.28 mg/kg) and nickel (maximum detection of 175 mg/kg as compared to 95th percentile background 
of 42.75 mg/kg) in soil. The HIs from exposure to soil are 0.4 and 0.04 for the residential and industrial 
scenarios, respectively.  

The Tier 1 SLERA performed for CAOC 10.80 concluded there is no wildlife exposure pathway to 
chemicals in soil because the site has no viable habitat for ecological receptors. The Tier 1 SLERA 
recommended no further ecological risk evaluation for CAOC 10.80 (OTIE 2010). 

F-12.5. RATIONALE FOR LAND USE CONTROLS ONLY 
Based on site investigations and subsequent human health and ecological risk assessments performed at 
CAOC 10.80, the FS determined this site was non-actionable. The FS concluded this CAOC does not pose 
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment based on RI and other information. Current and 
historical data indicate no site-specific conditions that warrant further investigation or remediation at 
the non-actionable sites. However, to account for possible change in land use any of these non-
actionable sites, the Base Master Plan will be updated to reflect that risks due to exposure to soil and 
vapor intrusion will be evaluated prior to such changes being made. 

F-12.6. LAND USE CONTROLS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in 
the Base Master Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of metals in soil will also be documented in 
the Base Master Plan. Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions planned in these 
areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by the MCLB Barstow Environmental 
Division. 

The site boundary will be surveyed and the Base GIS database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning purposes. Signage indicating the presence of contaminants and 
instructions to contact the DON prior to digging will be placed at site boundaries. 

Implementation of LUCs is described in detail in Section 5.1 of this ROD. 
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APPENDIX G NO FURTHER ACTION SITE (CAOC Y-7-TA-12) 
This Appendix to the OU 7 Record of Decision (ROD) provides information on the one site that requires 
no further action (NFA). The proposed plan was released to the public on December 23, 2013, and was 
presented to the community at a public meeting held on January 15, 2014 (Department of the Navy 
[DON] 2014). Based on the favorable response from the community on the DON’s preferred alternative, 
the community accepts and supports NFA for CAOC Y-7 TA-12. 

G-1. CAOC Y-7 TA-12 
G-1.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Area of Concern 
(CAOC) Y-7 TA-12 consists of a thermal anomaly (TA) identified during a basewide aerial infrared thermal 
survey conducted in 1991 adjacent to the southeastern corner of a former 17-acre Class III Landfill 
(CAOC 35) in the northeastern portion of Yermo Annex (Figure G-1). 

G-1.1.1. Previous Investigations 
Previous investigations of CAOC Y-7 TA-12 performed by the Department of the Navy (DON) are briefly 
summarized in Table G-1. 

Table G-1 Summary of Previous Investigations 

Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 

Resource 
Conservation 
and Recovery 

Act (RCRA) 
Facility 

Assessment  
(RFA) 

The CAOC Y-7 TA-12 area was investigated during the RFA based on the 
results of a basewide aerial infrared thermal survey in 1991, which 
indicated the presence of raised parallel mounds and areas of orange and 
cracked soil at the surface. Buried hazardous waste was suspected. 
Therefore, soil gas and geophysical surveys were conducted to evaluate 
the possible presence of soil contamination. Five soil gas samples from 
approximately 5 feet below ground surface (bgs) contained elevated levels 
of chlorinated hydrocarbons (primarily 1,1-dichloroethene and to a lesser 
extent 1,2- dichloroethane and tetrachloroethene). The nearby former 
landfill (CAOC 35) was suspected as the source of the detected 
hydrocarbons. Geophysical surveys of the area indicated no anomalies 
suggestive of burial trenches or pits except for two anomalies in the area 
of raised parallel mounds with spongy, orange, and cracked soil. The RFA 
report recommended further investigation of these two anomalies. 

Bechtel 
National, Inc. 

(BNI) 1998 

Extended RFA  
(ERFA) 

The ERFA investigation for CAOC Y-7 TA-12 focused on possible shallow 
soil contamination attributable to past discharges of wastewater, 
chemicals, or industrial sludge to the ground surface. No indications of the 
raised parallel mounds or areas of orange and cracked soil described in the 
RFA report were observed during the ERFA. 
Two trenches or test pits were excavated and sampled. Test pits TP-1 and 
TP-2 were excavated to 10 feet bgs across portions of TA-12. Two soil 
samples were collected at the bottom of each trench, occurring at 
approximately 10 feet bgs. One sample also was collected from each end 
of each test pit, for a total of four soil samples. All soil samples were 
analyzed for volatile organic compound (VOCs), semivolatile organic 
compound (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), and metals. 
SVOCs and PCBs were not detected above laboratory reporting limits in 

SOTA 
Environmental 

Technology, Inc. 
(SOTA) 2002 
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Type of Study Major Finding(s) Reference 
any of the soil samples. VOCs were limited to trace detections of acetone 
(ranging from 22 to 131 micrograms per kilogram [mg/kg] in all four 
samples). Of the 24 metals analyzed for, 16 were detected. None of the 
eight metals (antimony, beryllium, cadmium, mercury, molybdenum, 
selenium, silver, and thallium) were detected. Arsenic was detected at 
concentrations of 2.7 and 4.3 mg/kg in the two samples from TP-1. The 
average of detected arsenic concentrations was below the Yermo 
background 95th percentile concentration of 3.54 mg/kg. 

Supplemental 
Remedial 

Investigation and 
Screening Level 
Ecological Risk 

Assessment 
(SLERA) 

A Tier 1 SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising Operable Unit 
(OU) 7, including CAOC Y-7 TA-12. The Tier 1 analysis considered the 
environmental setting and ecological character, preliminary contaminants 
of potential ecological concern, preliminary conceptual site model, 
stressors, contaminant fate and transport, exposure pathways, and 
preliminary assessment and measurement endpoints. A risk 
characterization and uncertainty/data gap analysis also was performed for 
each area. The Tier 1 SLERA concluded that CAOC Y-7 TA-12 had 
insufficient historical data, specifically shallow soil data, to estimate the 
potential risk to ecological receptors. The report recommended additional 
data collection, a SLERA at a later date, and, if needed, a Step 3A risk 
refinement for CAOC Y-7 TA-12. 

Oneida Total 
Integrated 
Enterprises 

2010 

Revised Final 
Work Plan (WP) 
for Completion 
of the Baseline 
Ecological Risk 

Assessment 
(BERA) of 

Selected Areas 
of OU 7 

The DON prepared a WP for additional data acquisition and completion of 
the BERA for eight OU 7 CAOCs, including CAOC Y-7 TA-12. As part of the 
WP preparation, BERA Tier 2 Step 2 and Step 3A ecological risk evaluations 
were completed to refine the data collection scope. The WP and sampling 
and analysis plan (included as Attachment B of the document) provide the 
data quality objectives and technical sampling approach. The WP proposes 
the collection of eight random-grid, co-located surficial samples and biota 
samples for analyses for VOCs, SVOCs, and Title 22 metals. The surface 
samples collected during the BERA had an average arsenic concentration 
of 2.26 mg/kg, with a maximum concentration of 2.85 mg/kg. VOCs and 
SVOCs were not detected. 

AIS-TN&A Joint 
Venture (ATJV) 

2011 

Draft Final BERA 
Report 

The BERA describes the field activities, sample analytical results, data 
quality, and completed ecological risk assessments for CAOC Y-7 TA-12. 
Based on the SLERA and BERA Step 3A evaluations of CAOC Y-7 TA-12, the 
DON found no ecological risk and recommended no further evaluations for 
this CAOC. 

ATJV 2012a 

G-1.1.2. Nature and Extent of Contamination 
Contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) were not detected in soil or soil gas samples at 
concentrations exceeding background concentrations or regional screening level (RSLs). 

Groundwater beneath CAOC Y-7 TA-12 is being addressed under the OUs 1 and 2 Record of Decision 
(ROD) (DON, 1998); however groundwater impacts related to this CAOC are not suspected. 

G-1.1.3. Summary of Risks 
A baseline HHRA was performed using the data collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002). The risk 
evaluation was conducted based on maximum COPC sample results. Each chemical positively identified 
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in the samples was included for evaluation as a COPC. The cancer risks from exposure to soil based on 
California Environmental Protection Agency (1 × 10-5 and 2 × 10-6 for the residential and industrial 
scenarios, respectively) are above the point of departure risk level of 1 × 10-6 but within the U.S. EPA’s 
target risk management range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4. The cancer risk is attributable to risk associated 
with exposure to arsenic detected at a maximum concentration of 4.3 mg/kg. Four samples were 
collected and analyzed for metals; arsenic was detected at concentrations of 2.7 and 4.3 mg/kg in the 
two samples from TP-1. The average detected arsenic concentration for soil samples collected during 
the ERFA was below the Yermo background 95th percentile concentration of 3.54 mg/kg. In addition, 
arsenic was detected in surface soil samples collected during the BERA had an average arsenic 
concentration of 2.26 mg/kg, and a maximum concentration of 2.85 mg/kg (ATJV 2012a). Arsenic is 
naturally occurring in soils at the Yermo Annex. The hazard indices (HIs) from exposure to soil (0.3 and 
0.01 for residential and industrial scenarios, respectively) are below the threshold noncancer risk level of 
1 (SOTA 2002). 

A Tier 1 SLERA was performed for the 15 areas comprising OU 7, including CAOC Y-7 TA-12. The Tier 1 
SLERA and BERA (ATJV 2012) Step 3A evaluations identified no ecological risks and concluded that no 
further ecological risk evaluation is warranted for CAOC Y-7 TA-12. 

There are no known human receptor soil exposure pathways associated with current land use. The 
primary cancer risk driver is attributable to risk associated with exposure to arsenic at a maximum 
concentration of 4.3 mg/kg. However, the average detected arsenic concentration for soil samples 
collected during the ERFA was below the Yermo background 95th percentile concentration of 
3.54 mg/kg. 

G-1.1.4. Summary of Decision 
No buried waste was found during subsurface investigations. COPCs were not detected in soil or soil gas 
samples at concentrations exceeding background concentrations or RSLs. The human health cancer risk 
is within U.S. EPA’s target risk management range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 ×10-4, and noncancer HIs are below the 
threshold noncancer risk level of 1. Therefore, NFA is selected as the final remedy for CAOC Y-7-TA-12. 

G-2. REFERENCES 
AIS-TN&A Joint Venture (ATJV). 2011. Revised Final Work Plan for Completion of the Baseline Ecological 

Risk Assessment (BERA) of Selected Areas of OU 7. December 29. 

______. 2012. Final Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment of Selected Areas of Operable Unit 7, Marine 
Corps Logistics Base Barstow, California. August 24.  

Bechtel National, Inc. (BNI). 1998. Draft Final RCRA Facility Assessment Report, Marine Corps Logistics 
Base Barstow, California. February. 

Department of the Navy (DON). 2014. Final Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics 
Base Barstow, California. January 14. 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest. 2007. Second Five-Year Review Report, Operable 
Units 1-6, Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, California. December 19. 

Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises. 2010. Revised Final Report – Supplemental Remedial Investigation 
and Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment for Selected Areas of OU 7, MCLB Barstow, 
California. September 22. 
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION 
This Attachment identifies the federal and State of California applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements (ARARs) that were identified from the universe of regulations, 
requirements, and guidance in the final Feasibility Study (NOREAS and SES, 2013). This 
Attachment sets forth the Department of the Navy (DON) determinations regarding the ARARs 
for each response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) for the eighteen (18) 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) 
Areas of Concern (CAOCs) comprising Operable Unit (OU) 7 at the Marine Corps Logistics 
Base (MCLB) Barstow, California. One of the OU 7 sites has a selected remedy of No Further 
Action (CAOC Y-7 TA-12); this site has no identified ARARs because no waste or soil 
contaminants were found during the remedial investigation.  

The ARARs cover the following OU 7 sites:  

• Soil action remedies with Land Use Controls [LUCs]): CAOCs 10 and N-2 Area 1 

• Soil (LUCs only): CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 
6, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.49, and 10.80  

• Groundwater(action remedies with LUCs) – CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14, and 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1  

The evaluation of ARARs was documented in the final Feasibility Study (FS) Report 
(DON, 2014) as part of the remedial action selection process. 

1.1. SUMMARY OF CERCLA AND NCP REQUIREMENTS 
Section 121(d) Section 121(d) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) (42 United States Code [42 U.S.C.] Section [§] 9621[d]), 
as amended, states that remedial actions on CERCLA sites must attain (or the decision document 
must justify the waiver of) any federal or more stringent state environmental standards, 
requirements, criteria, or limitations that are determined to be legally applicable or relevant and 
appropriate. 

Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive 
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal or state 
law that specifically address circumstances at a CERCLA site.  The requirement is applicable if 
the jurisdictional prerequisites of the standard show a direct correspondence when objectively 
compared to the conditions at the site.  An applicable federal requirement is an ARAR.  An 
applicable state requirement is an ARAR only if it is more stringent than federal ARARs. 

If the requirement is not legally applicable, then the requirement is evaluated to determine 
whether it is relevant and appropriate.  Relevant and appropriate requirements are those cleanup 
standards, standards of control, and other substantive environmental protection requirements, 
criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal or state law that, while not applicable, address 
problems or situations similar to the circumstances of the proposed response action and are well 
suited to the conditions of the site (U.S. EPA 1988a).  A requirement must be determined to be 
both relevant and appropriate to be considered an ARAR. 
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The criteria for determining relevance and appropriateness are listed in 40 C.F.R. § 
300.400(g)(2) and include the following: 

• the purpose of both the requirement and the CERCLA action 

• the medium regulated or affected by the requirement and the medium contaminated or 
affected at the CERCLA site 

• the substances regulated by the requirement and the substances found at the CERCLA 
site 

• the actions or activities regulated by the requirement and the response action 
contemplated at the CERCLA site 

• any variances, waivers, or exemptions of the requirement and their availability for the 
circumstances at the CERCLA site 

• the type of place regulated and the type of place affected by the release or CERCLA 
action 

• the type and size of structure or facility regulated and the type and size of structure or 
facility affected by the release or proposed in the CERCLA action 

• any consideration of use or potential use of affected resources in the requirement and the 
use or potential use of the affected resources at the CERCLA site 

According to CERCLA ARARs guidance (U.S. EPA 1988a), a requirement may be “applicable” 
or “relevant and appropriate,” but not both.  ARARs must be identified on a site-specific basis 
and involve a two-part analysis:  first, a determination whether a given requirement is applicable; 
then, if it is not applicable, a determination whether it is both relevant and appropriate.  It is 
important to explain that some regulations may be applicable or, if not applicable, may still be 
relevant and appropriate.  When the analysis determines that a requirement is both relevant and 
appropriate, such a requirement must be complied with to the same degree as if it were 
applicable (U.S. EPA 1988a). 

Tables 1 through 6 included in this Attachment present each ARAR with the final determination 
of ARAR status (i.e., applicable, relevant and appropriate, or not an ARAR).  For the 
determination of relevance and appropriateness, the pertinent criteria were examined to 
determine whether the requirements addressed problems or situations sufficiently similar to the 
circumstances of the release or response action contemplated, and whether the requirement was 
well suited to the site.  A negative determination of relevance and appropriateness indicates that 
the requirement did not meet the pertinent criteria.  Negative determinations are documented in 
the tables of this Attachment and are discussed in the text only for specific cases. 

To qualify as a state ARAR under CERCLA and the NCP, a state requirement must be: 

• a state law or regulation, 

• an environmental or facility siting law or regulation, 

• promulgated (of general applicability and legally enforceable), 

• substantive (not procedural or administrative), 
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• more stringent than federal requirements, 

• identified in a timely manner, and 

• consistently applied. 

To constitute an ARAR, a requirement must be substantive.  Therefore, only the substantive 
provisions of requirements identified as ARARs in this analysis are considered to be ARARs.  
Permits are considered to be procedural or administrative requirements.  Provisions of generally 
relevant federal and state statutes and regulations that were determined to be procedural or non-
environmental, including permit requirements, are not considered to be ARARs.  CERCLA 
Section 121(e)(1), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(e)(1), states, “No Federal, State, or local permit shall be 
required for the portion of any removal or remedial action conducted entirely on-site, where such 
remedial action is selected and carried out in compliance with this section.”  The term on site is 
defined for purposes of this ARARs discussion as “the areal extent of contamination and all 
suitable areas in very close proximity to the contamination necessary for implementation of the 
response action” (40 C.F.R. § 300.5). 

Nonpromulgated advisories or guidance issued by federal or state governments are not legally 
binding and do not have the status of ARARs.  Such requirements may, however, be useful and 
are “to be considered” (TBC).  TBC requirements (40 C.F.R. § 300.400[g][3]) complement 
ARARs but do not override them.  They are useful for guiding decisions regarding cleanup levels 
or methodologies when regulatory standards are not available. 

Pursuant to U.S. EPA guidance (U.S. EPA 1988a), ARARs are generally divided into three 
categories:  chemical-, location-, and action-specific requirements.  This classification was 
developed to aid in the identification of ARARs; some ARARs do not classification was 
developed to aid in the identification of ARARs; some ARARs do not fall precisely into one 
group or another.  ARARs are identified on a site-specific basis for remedial actions where 
CERCLA authority is the basis for cleanup. 

As the lead agency, the DON has primary responsibility for identifying federal ARARs at MCLB 
Barstow.  Federal ARARs that have been identified for the 18 CAOCs comprising OU 7 are 
discussed in Section 1.2.2.  Pursuant to the definition of the term on-site in 40 C.F.R. § 300.5, the 
on station areas that are part of this action include: 

• The contaminated soil areas at CAOCs 10, N-2 Area 1, 9.60, 9.68, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 
10.37, 10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 7, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.49, and 10.80  

• The volatile organic compound (VOC) plume boundaries at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, 
NPZ-14 and CAOC 7 Stratum 1, including any portions of the plumes that extend onto 
the MCLB Barstow Rifle Range  

• Any portion of the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 plume that extends off-station (onto private 
property east of MCLB Barstow) is considered part of the site. Groundwater monitoring 
wells, soil vapor extraction wells, soil vapor VOC treatment facilities, and conveyance 
systems connecting those items are defined as “on-site.” 

• Regulatory requirements that apply to off-site actions are not ARARs. Off-site actions 
(i.e., off-site disposal) are required to comply with applicable requirements only and are 
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not required to comply with relevant and appropriate requirements identified as ARARs 
for on-site actions. 

Identification of potential state ARARs was initiated through DON requests that the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
identify potential state ARARs, an action described in more detail in Section 1.2.3. State ARARs 
that have been identified for OU 7 are discussed in Section 1.2.3. 

1.2. METHODOLOGY 
The process of identifying and evaluating potential federal and state ARARs is described in this 
section. 

1.2.1. General  
As the lead federal agency, the DON has primary responsibility for identification of potential 
ARARs for OU 7.  In preparing this ARARs analysis, the DON undertook the following 
measures, consistent with CERCLA and the NCP: 

• identified federal ARARs for each response action alternative addressed in the ROD, 
taking into account site-specific information for OU 7. 

• reviewed potential ARARs identified by the state to determine whether they satisfy 
CERCLA and NCP criteria that must be met in order to constitute state ARARs 

• evaluated and compared federal ARARs and their state counterparts to determine whether 
state ARARs are more stringent than the federal ARARs or are in addition to the 
federally required actions 

• reached a conclusion as to which federal and state ARARs are the most stringent and/or 
“controlling” ARARs for each alternative. 

One of the OU 7 sites has a selected remedy of No Further Action (CAOC Y-7 TA-12); this site 
has no identified ARARs because no waste or soil contaminants were found during the remedial 
investigation.  

The ARARs cover the following OU 7 sites:  

• Soil (action remedies with LUCs): CAOCs 10 and N-2 Area 1 

• Soil (LUCs only): CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 
6, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.49, and 10.80  

• Groundwater(action remedies with LUCs) – CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14, and 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1 

The evaluation of ARARs was documented in the final Feasibility Study (FS) Report 
(DON, 2014) as part of the remedial action selection process. 

The remedial action objectives (RAOs) and selected remedies for OU 7 remedial action are 
summarized below. 
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CAOC 10 
• RAO: Protect maintenance workers and trespassers from unacceptable risks due to 

ingestion of and direct contact with soil containing lead. 

• Selected Remedy: Soil lead “hot-spot” removal with LUCs 

CAOC N-2 Area 1 
• RAO (ecological receptors): Protect granivorous birds that ingest grit from ingestion of 

lead shot pellets or fragments on the surface soil, and 

• RAO (human receptors): Protect maintenance workers and trespassers from unacceptable 
risks due to ingestion of fugitive dust and direct contact with soil containing lead, 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) (benzo[a]pyrene and dibenz[a,h]anthracene), 
and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) (specifically Aroclor-1061 and Aroclor-1254). 

• Selected Remedy: Soil PCB “hot spot” removal, surface vacuuming, and LUCs 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 Groundwater 
• RAO: Protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of groundwater 

impacted with PCE and TCE. 

• Selected Remedy: Monitored natural attenuation (MNA) with LUCs 

NPZ-14 Groundwater 
• RAO: Protect human receptors from unacceptable risks due ingestion of groundwater 

impacted with TCE. 

• Selected Remedy: MNA with groundwater LUCs 

CAOC 7 Stratum 1 Groundwater  
• RAOs: Mitigate further impact to groundwater from TCE in soil vapor, and protect 

human receptors from unacceptable risks due to ingestion of groundwater impacted with 
TCE. 

• Selected Remedy (soil vapor): SVE of vadose zone soils only  

• Selected Remedy (groundwater): MNA with groundwater LUCs 

CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 
6 (and Unit 7 soils), 10.49, and 10.80:  

• RAO: Prevent changes in land use that would result in unacceptable risks due to exposure 
to site chemical of concerns (COCs). 

• Selected Remedy: Land Use Controls only 

1.2.2. Identifying and Evaluating Federal ARARs 
The DON is responsible for identifying federal ARARs as the lead federal agency under 
CERCLA and the NCP.  The final determination of federal ARARs will be made when the DON 
issues the ROD.  The federal government implements a number of federal environmental statutes 
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that are the source of potential federal ARARs, either in the form of the statutes or regulations 
promulgated thereunder.  Examples include the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), the Toxic 
Substances Control Act (TSCA), and their implementing regulations.  See NCP preamble at 55 
Federal Register (Fed. Reg.) 8764–8765 (1990) for a more complete listing. 

The DON reviewed the proposed response action and alternatives against all potential federal 
ARARs, including but not limited to those set forth at 55 Fed. Reg. 8764–8765 (1990), in order 
to determine whether they were applicable or relevant and appropriate using the CERCLA and 
NCP criteria and procedures for ARARs identification by lead federal agencies. 

1.2.3. Identifying and Evaluating State ARARs 
The process of identifying and evaluating potential state ARARs by the state and the DON is 
described in this subsection. 

1.2.3.1. Solicitation of State ARARs under NCP 
The DON followed the process set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 300.515 and Section 7.6 of the MCLB 
Barstow Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) for remedial actions in seeking state assistance with 
identification of state ARARs. 

1.2.3.2. Chronology of Efforts to Identify State ARARs 
The following chronology summarizes the DON’s efforts to obtain state assistance with 
identification of state ARARs for the response action at OU 7 of the MCLB Barstow.  Key 
correspondence between the DON and the state agencies relating to this effort has been included 
in the Administrative Record for this ROD. 

The DON formally requested state chemical-, location-, and action-specific ARARs for OU 7 in 
a letter dated May 23, 2012.  The ARARs request letter was sent to the agency parties to the 
FFA: the EPA, DTSC, and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). A 
response letter from the DTSC, dated 16 July 2012, identified DTSC and South Coast Air 
Quality Management District regulations for OU 7. A response letter from the California 
Department of Fish and Game (DF&G), dated 3 July 2012, identified DF&G regulations for 
OU 7. A response letter form the Lahontan Regional RWQCB dated July 23, 2012, identified 
further state requirements for OU7. Substantive pertinent requirements submitted are included in 
this evaluation. The ARARs request letter included as Attachment 1 and response letters are 
included as Attachment 2. 

Comments on ARARs were also received from the Lahontan Regional RWQCB as part of 
comments to the FS (see Appendices 2 and 3 of this Attachment for the comments and 
resolution). 

1.3. OTHER GENERAL ISSUES 
General issues identified during the evaluation of ARARs for the 18 CAOC sites for OU 7 are 
discussed in the following subsections. 



Attachment 1 - ARARs 
Record of Decision 

Operable Unit 7 
MCLB Barstow, California 

 

1-7 

1.3.1. General Approach to Requirements of the Federal Resource 
and Conservation and Recovery Act 

RCRA is a federal statute passed in 1976 to meet four goals:  protection of human health and the 
environment, reduction of waste, conservation of energy and natural resources, and elimination 
of the generation of hazardous waste as expeditiously as possible.  The Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Amendments of 1984 significantly expanded the scope of RCRA by adding new 
corrective action requirements, land disposal restrictions (LDRs), and technical requirements.  
RCRA, as amended, contains several provisions that are potential ARARs for CERCLA sites. 

Substantive RCRA requirements are applicable to response actions on CERCLA sites if the 
waste is a RCRA hazardous waste, and either: 

• the waste was initially treated, stored, or disposed after the effective date of the particular 
RCRA requirement; or 

• the activity at the CERCLA site constitutes treatment, storage, or disposal as defined by 
RCRA (U.S. EPA 1988a). 

The preamble to the NCP indicates that state regulations that are components of a federally 
authorized or delegated state program are generally considered federal requirements and 
potential federal ARARs for the purposes of ARARs analysis (55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8742 [1990]).  
The State of California received approval for its base RCRA hazardous waste management 
program on 23 July 1992 (57 Fed. Reg. 32726 [1992]).  The State of California “Environmental 
Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste,” set forth in Title 22 California Code 
of Regulations, Division 4.5 (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5), were approved by U.S. EPA as a 
component of the federally authorized State of California RCRA program. On 26 September 
2001, California received final authorization of its revised State Hazardous Waste Management 
Program from U.S. EPA (63 Fed. Reg. 49118 [2001]). 

The regulations of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 are therefore a source of potential federal 
ARARs for CERCLA response actions.  The exception is when a state regulation is “broader in 
scope” than the corresponding federal RCRA regulations.  In that case, such regulations are not 
considered part of the federally authorized program or potential federal ARARs.  Instead, they 
are purely state law requirements and potential state ARARs. 

The U.S. EPA notice of 23 July 1992, approving the State of California RCRA program (57 Fed. 
Reg. 32726 [1992]), specifically indicated that the state regulations addressed certain non-
RCRA, state-regulated hazardous wastes that fell outside the scope of federal RCRA 
requirements.  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 requirements would be potential state ARARs for 
such non-RCRA, state-regulated wastes. 

A key threshold question for the ARARs analysis is whether the contaminants at the 18 CAOC 
sites of OU 7 constitute federal hazardous waste as defined under RCRA and the state’s 
authorized program or qualify as non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste.  A discussion of 
waste characterization is included in Section 1.4. 
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1.3.2. California Environmental Quality Act 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is applicable to state discretionary decision-
making but not to actions of the federal government.  Furthermore, U.S. EPA and the DON have 
determined that the requirements of the CEQA are no more stringent than the requirements for 
environmental review under CERCLA, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA).  Pursuant to the provisions of CERCLA, the NCP, and other 
federal environmental impact evaluation requirements, selecting a remedial action with feasible 
mitigation measures and provision for public review is designed to assure that the proposed 
action provides for short- and long-term protection of the environment and public health.  Hence, 
CERCLA performs the same function as, and is functionally equivalent to, the state’s 
requirements under CEQA. 

1.4. WASTE CHARACTERIZATION 
Selection of ARARs involves the characterization of wastes as described below. 

1.4.1. RCRA Hazardous Waste Determination 
Federal RCRA hazardous waste determination is necessary to determine whether a waste is 
subject to RCRA requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 and other state requirements at 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, Chapter (ch.) 15.  The first step in the RCRA hazardous waste 
characterization process is to evaluate contaminated media at the site(s) and determine whether 
the contaminant constitutes a “listed” RCRA waste.  The preamble to the NCP states that “. . . it 
is often necessary to know the origin of the waste to determine whether it is a listed waste and 
that, if such documentation is lacking, the lead agency may assume it is not a listed waste” (55 
Fed. Reg. 8666, 8758 [1990]). 

This approach is confirmed in U.S. EPA guidance for CERCLA compliance with other laws 
(U.S. EPA 1988a) as follows. 

To determine whether a waste is a listed waste under RCRA, it is often necessary to know the 
source.  However, at many Superfund sites, no information exists on the source of wastes.  
The lead agency should use available site information, manifests, storage records, and 
vouchers in an effort to ascertain the nature of these contaminants.  When this documentation 
is not available, the lead agency may assume that the wastes are not listed RCRA hazardous 
wastes, unless further analysis or information becomes available that allows the lead agency 
to determine that the wastes are listed RCRA hazardous wastes. 

RCRA hazardous wastes that have been assigned U.S. EPA hazardous waste numbers (or codes) 
are listed in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.30–66261.33.  The lists include hazardous waste 
codes beginning with the letters “F,” “K,” “P,” and “U.” 

Knowledge of the exact source of a waste is required for source-specific listed wastes (K waste 
codes).  Some knowledge of the nature or source of the waste is required even for listed wastes 
from nonspecific sources, such as spent solvents (F waste codes) or commercial chemical 
products (P and U waste codes).  These listed RCRA hazardous wastes are restricted to 
commercially pure chemicals used in particular processes such as degreasing. 
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P and U wastes cover only unused and unmixed commercial chemical products, particularly 
spilled or off-specification products (U.S. EPA 1991a).  Not every waste containing a P or U 
chemical is a hazardous waste.  To determine whether a CERCLA investigation-derived waste 
contains a P or U waste, there must be direct evidence of product use.  In particular, all the 
following criteria must be met.  The chemicals must be: 

• discarded (as described in 40 C.F.R. § 261.2[a][2]), 

• either off-specification commercial products or a commercially sold grade, 

• not used (i.e., soil contaminated with spilled unused wastes is a P or U waste), and  

• the sole active ingredient in a formulation. 

Available historical information, manifests, and storage records were reviewed during the 
Remedial Investigation (RI) (Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Division 
[NAVFAC SW] 2005). Interviews were conducted with past and current MCLB Barstow staff. 
No documentation of past waste disposal practices was found that would serve to classify the soil 
or groundwater sources of contamination at the OU 7 sites with respect to the RCRA waste 
listings. Therefore, the DON determined that the mere presence of VOCs and other contaminants 
should not result in the classification of OU 7 groundwater or contaminated soil as RCRA-listed 
hazardous wastes. By extension of this reasoning, the waste generated during the remedial action 
will not be classified as RCRA-listed hazardous wastes either. 

The second step in the RCRA hazardous waste characterization process is to evaluate potential 
hazardous characteristics of the waste.  The evaluation of characteristic waste is described in 
U.S. EPA guidance as follows (U.S. EPA 1988a). 

Under certain circumstances, although no historical information exists about the waste, it 
may be possible to identify the waste as RCRA characteristic waste.  This is important in the 
event that (1) remedial alternatives under consideration at the site involve on-site treatment, 
storage, or disposal, in which case RCRA may be triggered as discussed in this section; or (2) 
a remedial alternative involves off-site shipment.  Since the generator (in this case, the 
agency or responsible party conducting the Superfund action) is responsible for determining 
whether the wastes exhibit any of these characteristics (defined in 40 C.F.R. § 261.21–
261.24), testing may be required.  The lead agency must use best professional judgment to 
determine, on a site-specific basis, if testing for hazardous characteristics is necessary. 

In determining whether to test for the toxicity characteristic using the extraction procedure 
(EP) toxicity test, it may be possible to assume that certain low concentrations of waste are 
not toxic.  For example, if the total waste concentration in soil is 20 times or less the EP 
toxicity concentration, the waste cannot be characteristic hazardous waste.  In such a case, 
RCRA requirements would not be applicable.  In other instances, where it appears that the 
substances may be characteristic hazardous waste (ignitable, corrosive, reactive, or EP toxic), 
testing should be performed. 

Hazardous waste characteristics, as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 261.21–261.24, are commonly 
referred to as ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, and toxicity.  California environmental health 
standards for the management of hazardous waste set forth in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 



Attachment 1 - ARARs 
Record of Decision 
Operable Unit 7 
MCLB Barstow, California 
 

1-10 

were approved by U.S. EPA as a component of the federally authorized California RCRA 
program.  Therefore, the characterization of RCRA waste is based on the state requirements. 

The characteristics of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, and toxicity are defined in Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21–66261.24.  According to Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.24(a)(1)(A), 
“A waste that exhibits the characteristic of toxicity pursuant to subsection (a)(1) of this section 
has the EPA Hazardous Waste Number specified in Table I of this section which corresponds to 
the toxic contaminant causing it to be hazardous.”  Table I assigns hazardous waste codes 
beginning with the letter “D” to wastes that exhibit the characteristic of toxicity; D waste codes 
are limited to “characteristic” hazardous wastes. 

According to Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.10, waste characteristics can be measured by an 
available standardized test method or be reasonably classified by generators of waste based on 
their knowledge of the waste, provided that the waste has already been reliably tested or there is 
documentation of chemicals used.  

Groundwater and soil contamination at OU 7 is not ignitable, corrosive, or reactive as defined in 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §§ 66261.21–66261.23. This determination was based on knowledge of 
the nature and concentrations of contaminants as documented in the RI (2005) and Supplemental 
RI (2012) reports. 

The maximum concentrations of contaminants in RI investigative-derived waste (IDW) samples 
from the site CAOCs 10 and N-2 Area 1 were compared to the TCLP limits at Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66261.24(a)(1) (Supplemental RI Report, 2011).  None of the concentrations exceeded 
20 times the listed concentrations.  Therefore, the contaminated soil wastes were determined not 
to be a RCRA hazardous waste, based on the toxicity characteristic. 

Trichloroethene (TCE) and tetrachloroethene (PCE) are used in a variety of industrial processes, 
including metal degreasing and dry cleaning, as an extraction solvent, as a refrigerant and heat-
exchange fluid, and in cleaning and drying electronic parts.  TCE and PCE are major 
components of three listed hazardous wastes:  F001 (spent halogenated solvents used in 
degreasing), F002 (spent halogenated solvents), and U228 (commercial chemical product, 
manufacturing intermediate, or off-specification TCE).  To determine whether any of these 
wastes were generated at the site and whether they were disposed of or released on-site, the 
available historic site information, manifests, and storage records were reviewed during the RI.  
No documentation on the specific source of the PCE and/or TCE released to groundwater was 
located.  Therefore, the DON has made the determination that the TCE and PCE in the 
groundwater should not be classified as a listed hazardous waste. 

The requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.24 list the toxic contaminant concentrations 
that determine the characteristic of toxicity.  The concentration limits are in milligrams per liter 
(mg/L).  These units are directly comparable to total concentrations in waste groundwater and 
surface water.  For waste soils, these concentrations apply to the extract or leachate produced by 
the toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP). 

A waste is considered hazardous if the contaminants in the wastewater or in the soil TCLP 
extract equal or exceed the TCLP limits.  TCLP testing is required only if total contaminant 
concentrations in soil equal or exceed 20 times the TCLP limits because TCLP uses a 20-to-1 
dilution for the extract (U.S. EPA 1988a).  
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The maximum concentrations of contaminants in groundwater samples at OU 7 do not indicate 
that extracted groundwater would meet the definition of hazardous waste. However, the 
treatment of extracted vapor could concentrate the contaminants in the carbon filter, which 
would be subject to waste characterization prior to off-site disposal. 

Soil samples at OU 7 generally did not contain contaminants at concentrations above the RCRA 
hazardous waste limits. However, the lead in shot at CAOC N-2 Area 1 may be leachable to the 
point of exceeding the TCLP limit. Therefore, the waste generated at CAOC N-2 Area 1 during 
this remedial action may be a RCRA hazardous waste. 

1.4.2. California-Regulated, Non-RCRA Hazardous Waste 
A waste determined not to be a RCRA hazardous waste may still be considered a California-
regulated non-RCRA hazardous waste.  The state’s RCRA program is broader in scope in its 
hazardous waste determination.  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.24(a)(2) lists the total threshold 
limit concentrations (TTLCs) and the soluble threshold limit concentrations (STLCs) for non-
RCRA hazardous waste.  The state applies its own leaching procedure, the Waste Extraction Test 
(WET), which uses a different acid reagent and has a different dilution factor (tenfold).  There 
are other state requirements that may be broader in scope than federal ARARs for identifying 
non-RCRA wastes regulated by the state.  These may be potential ARARs for wastes not covered 
under federal ARARs.  See additional subsections of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.24.  A 
waste is considered hazardous if its total concentrations exceed the TTLCs or if the extract 
concentrations from the WET exceed the STLCs.  A WET is required when the total 
concentrations exceed the STLC but are less than the TTLCs (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5, 
ch. 11, Appendix [app.] II [b]). 

The evaluation of whether a waste is a non-RCRA hazardous waste may not be necessary if the 
waste has been determined to be similar to RCRA hazardous waste and RCRA requirements 
have been determined to be ARARs. In this case, the state requirements may also be ARARs if 
they are more stringent but another waste evaluation may not be necessary. 

1.4.3. Other California Waste Classifications 
For waste discharged after 18 July 1997, solid waste classifications at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, §§ 
20210, 20220, and 20230 are used to determine applicability of waste management requirements.  
These are summarized below. 

A “designated waste” under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, § 20210 is defined at Cal. Water Code § 
13173.  Under Cal. Water Code § 13173, designated waste is hazardous waste that has been 
granted a variance from hazardous waste management requirements or nonhazardous waste that 
consists of or contains pollutants that, under ambient environmental conditions at a waste 
management unit, could be released in concentrations exceeding applicable water quality 
objectives (WQOs) or that could reasonably be expected to affect beneficial uses of the waters of 
the state. 

A “nonhazardous solid waste” under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, § 20220 is all putrescible and 
nonputrescible solid, semisolid, and liquid wastes, including garbage, trash, refuse, paper, 
rubbish, ashes, industrial wastes, demolition and construction wastes, abandoned vehicles and 
parts thereof, discarded home and industrial appliances, manure, vegetable or animal solid and 
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semisolid wastes, and other discarded waste (whether of solid or semisolid consistency), 
provided that such wastes do not contain wastes that must be managed as hazardous wastes or 
wastes that contain soluble pollutants in concentrations that exceed applicable WQOs or could 
cause degradation of waters of the state. 

Under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, § 20230, inert waste is that subset of solid waste that does not 
contain hazardous waste or soluble pollutants at concentrations in excess of applicable WQOs 
and does not contain significant quantities of decomposable waste. 

1.4.4. Radioactive Waste Categorization 
The 18 sites at OU 7 MCLB Barstow are not contaminated with radioactive materials.  
Therefore, there are no applicable ARAR requirements for radioactive wastes or materials. 
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SECTION 2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS 
Chemical-specific ARARs are generally health- or risk-based numerical values or methodologies 
applied to site-specific conditions that result in the establishment of a cleanup level.  Many 
potential ARARs associated with particular response alternatives (such as closure or discharge) 
can be characterized as action-specific but include numerical values or methodologies to 
establish them; therefore, they fit into both categories (chemical- and action-specific).  To 
simplify the comparison of numerical values, most action-specific requirements that include 
numerical values are included in this chemical-specific section and, if repeated in the action-
specific section, the discussion refers back to this section. 

This section presents the chemical-specific ARAR determination conclusions that address 
numerical values for groundwater, soil and air for OU 7.  

2.1. SUMMARY OF ARARS CONCLUSIONS BY MEDIUM 
Groundwater, soil, and air are the environmental media potentially affected by the OU 7 
remedial action. The conclusions for ARARs pertaining to these media are presented in the 
following sections. 

2.1.1. Groundwater ARARs Conclusions 
Chemicals of concern (COCs) in groundwater at OU 7 include TCE and PCE at CAOC 
10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and TCE.  Table 2-1 lists the groundwater COCs for this ROD for OU 7.   

Chemicals of concern (COCs) in groundwater at OU 7 include TCE and PCE at CAOC 
10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and TCE at NPZ-14 and CAOC 7 Stratum 1.  Table 2-1 lists the groundwater 
COCs for this ROD for OU 7.   

The substantive provisions of the following requirements are the most stringent of the federal 
and state chemical-specific ARARs for remediation of OU 7 groundwater: 

• Federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for TCE and PCE in drinking water as 
promulgated by U.S. EPA under the SDWA at 40 Code of Federal Regulation (C.F.R.) § 
141.61(a)  

• RCRA groundwater protection standards in California Code of Regulations (Cal. Code 
Regs.) tit. 22, § 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), (d), and (e) 

• Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the Lahontan Region (California RWQCB 
1995) establishing beneficial uses 

The table below summarizes numerical values of groundwater ARARs and identification of the 
controlling ARAR. Because the state MCLs are not more stringent than the federal MCLs, the 
state MCLs are not ARARs. 
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Table 2-1 CRITERIA AND STANDARDS FOR CHEMICALS OF CONCERN IN 
GROUNDWATER  

Analyte 

Concentration (µg/L) 
U.S. EPA SDWA California MCL 

(Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 64444) 

Controlling 
ARAR 

Contaminant Level 
MCL 

(40 C.F.R. § 141.61) 
MCLG 

(40 C.F.R. § 141.50) 
PCE 5 0 5 5 
TCE 5 0 5 5 
Notes: 
µg/L Microgram per liter 
MCLG Maximum Contaminant Level Goal 

2.1.2. Surface Water ARARs Conclusions 
The OU 7 site does not have surface water ARARs. 

2.1.3. Soil ARARs Conclusions 
The COCs in soil at OU 7 are lead, PAHs, and PCBs at CAOC N-2 Area 1 and lead at CAOC 10. 
The substantive provisions of the requirements listed below have been identified as federal 
chemical-specific ARARs for the OU 7 soil sites. 

• Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §§ 66261.21, 66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 
66261.24(a)(1), and 66261.100 are applicable for characterizing waste prior to off-site 
disposal. 

• Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), (d), and 
(e) are relevant and appropriate for setting cleanup levels for the vadose zone soils. Under 
these requirements cleanup to background levels is required unless technologically and 
economically not feasible. It has been determined that cleanup to background is not 
technologically and economically feasible. Therefore, cleanup to the lowest levels 
technologically and economically feasible is required. The lowest levels technologically 
and economically achievable are the risk-based levels. 

• Substantive provisions of the TSCA at 40 C.F.R. § 761.61(a), (b), and (c) are relevant 
and appropriate for soil at CAOC N-2 Area 1. 

The substantive provisions of the requirements listed below have been identified as state 
chemical-specific ARARs for OU 7 soil sites. 

• Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 § 66261.3(a)(2)(C) or 66261.3(a)(2)(F), 
66261.22(a)(3) and (4), 66261.24(a)(2)–(a)(8), 66261.101(a)(1) and (a)(2). 

2.1.4. Sediment ARARs Conclusions 
The OU 7 does not have sediment ARARs. 

2.1.5. Air ARARs Conclusions 
No federal air ARARs were identified for the OU 7 remedial action. Substantive provisions at 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) Rule 403 (a) through (e) are 
applicable state ARARs for the soil disturbing alternatives that could result in emissions.  
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2.2. DETAILED DISCUSSION OF ARARS BY MEDIUM 
The following subsections provide a detailed discussion of federal and state ARARs by medium. 

2.2.1. Groundwater ARARs 
The groundwater COCs at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 are TCE and PCE, and the groundwater 
COC at the NPZ 14 area and CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is TCE.  

The groundwater at OU 7 is not currently used as drinking water source but could potentially be 
used for drinking water in the future.  

2.2.1.1. Federal 
Under the SDWA and RCRA, a significant issue in identifying ARARs for groundwater is 
whether the groundwater at the site can be classified as a source of drinking water. The U.S. EPA 
groundwater policy is set forth in the preamble to the National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8752–8756 [1990]). This policy uses the 
protocols in the U.S. EPA Guidelines for Groundwater Classification Under the U.S. EPA 
Groundwater Protection Strategy (U.S. EPA 1986). Under this policy, groundwater is classified 
in one of three categories (Class I, II, or III) on the basis of ecological importance, its ability to 
be replaced, and vulnerability. Class I groundwater is irreplaceable groundwater currently used 
by a substantial population or groundwater that supports a vital habitat. Class II consists of 
groundwater currently used or that might be used as a source of drinking water in the future. 
Class III groundwater is groundwater that cannot be used for drinking water because of its poor 
quality (e.g., high salinity or widespread, naturally occurring contamination) or insufficient 
quantity. The U.S. EPA guidelines define Class III groundwater as groundwater with total 
dissolved solids (TDS) concentrations over 10,000 milligram per liter (mg/L) and a yield of less 
than 150 gallons per day (U.S. EPA 1986). Class III groundwater can also be classified based on 
economic or technological treatability tests as well as quality or quantity. 

The groundwater at OU 7 is Class II groundwater because it currently is not used as drinking 
water but could potentially be used for drinking water in the future.  

The DON evaluated the suitability of the aquifer at Nebo Main Base as a potential drinking water 
source based on eight site-specific factors developed in conjunction with U.S. EPA.  These site-
specific factors were:  1) aquifer thickness, 2) actual measured TDS levels, 3) actual groundwater 
yield, 4) proximity to salt water and the potential for saltwater intrusion (not applicable), 5) 
quality of underlying water-bearing units, 6) existence of institutional controls on well 
construction or aquifer use, 7) information on current and historical use of the aquifer, and 8) 
depth to groundwater.  The discussion below summarizes the DON’s evaluation of the aquifer 
based on these site-specific factors.  

Aquifer Evaluation 

The MCLB Barstow area is within the Mojave River Valley Basin hydrogeologic system, which 
consists of two primary aquifers: the regional aquifer composed of Pliocene and younger alluvial 
fan deposits and; the Mojave River aquifer composed of Pleistocene and younger river channel 
and floodplain deposits (California Department of Water Resources [CDWR], Planning and 
Local Assistance, 2004). A regional groundwater model created by the USGS indicates that the 
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Ancient Mojave River deposits that make up the Mojave River aquifer form a highly permeable 
zone beneath the current Mojave River Channel (Stamos, 2001). The regional aquifer underlies 
and surrounds the floodplain aquifer. Most of the water from production wells in the area is from 
the Mojave River aquifer. 

The Nebo Main Base is located primarily within the Mojave River aquifer of the Mojave River 
Valley Basin.  

• The Mojave River aquifer extends 50 to 200 feet deep in this basin, but is restricted to 
within about 1 mile of the active Mojave River channel (Stamos et al. 2001).  

• Recharge of the aquifer is primarily by loss from the Mojave River (CDWR 1967), which 
traverses the Base from west to east. Seasonal recharge from the Mojave River results in 
significant fluctuations in groundwater levels in the northern portion of Nebo Main Base 
(ATJV, 2012c). 

• The average aquifer thickness is estimated to be about 150 feet through this basin.  

• Depth to groundwater is about 10 to 30 feet bgs near the Mojave River (ATJV 2012). 

The southern portion of Nebo Main Base may coincide with the regional aquifer. 

• The regional aquifer is composed of late Tertiary and younger unconsolidated to partially 
consolidated alluvial fan deposits up to 1,000 feet thick (Stamos and Predmore 1995; 
Lines 1996).  

• The permeability of these deposits decreases with depth (Stamos et al. 2001).  

• Estimated average effective aquifer thickness in the vicinity of the Base is about 300 feet 
(CDWR, 1967). 

• Groundwater level fluctuations are relatively minor, due to distance from the Mojave 
River and greater thickness of the unsaturated zone. 

Groundwater yield data are not available at Nebo Main Base. However, well pumping rates at 
the Yermo Annex, in similar alluvial material, range from approximately 60 – 160 gpm (OTIE 
2011) with a maximum capacity of 2,800 gpm when all three wells are operational (ATJV 2013).   

Nebo Main Base currently has four groundwater production wells that have not been used since 
1975 for potable water due to high TDS and groundwater degradation by VOCs (TDS data were 
not available). Two of these wells have been repurposed as non-potable irrigation wells. LUCs 
for groundwater use at the MCLB Barstow were established under the OUs 1 and 2 ROD (DON 
1998). These LUCs prevent use of groundwater at Nebo Main Base for potable purposes.  
Conclusions 

The aquifer underlying the MCLB Barstow is classified as a Class II aquifer and is designated by 
the RWQCB Lahontan Region as a potential source of drinking water, along with other 
beneficial uses such as agriculture and industry.  The site history indicates that groundwater has 
been used for drinking water purposes in the past at Nebo Main Base, but not since 1975. The 
aquifer at Nebo Main Base marginally meets the criteria for a Class II given high TDS and 
relatively low production rates. The evaluation of ARARs for the OU 7 groundwater sites action 
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is based on the determination that the groundwater is a Class II potential source of drinking 
water. 

Safe Drinking Water Act 

U.S. EPA has promulgated drinking water standards for public water supply systems pursuant to 
its authority under the SDWA. These drinking water standards consist of MCLs and Maximum 
Contaminant Level Goals (MCLG). These standards are applicable for drinking water quality “at 
the tap” of the end users of the regulated public water supply systems. They are not directly 
applicable to in situ groundwater and therefore do not qualify as applicable federal ARARs for 
groundwater response actions. However, they may be relevant and appropriate requirements for 
such actions. 

U.S. EPA provided policy guidance in the 1990 NCP preamble directing that the U.S. EPA 
guidelines for groundwater classification set forth in the U.S. EPA Groundwater Protection 
Strategy (U.S. EPA 1986) be followed in determining when federal primary MCLs may be 
relevant and appropriate for groundwater response actions (see 55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8752–8756 
[1990]). The intent of this policy is to focus CERCLA cleanup efforts based on groundwater 
quality (classification). 

The groundwater at Nebo Main Base (location of the three OU 7 groundwater sites) is not 
currently used for drinking water but could potentially be used for drinking water in the future.  

MCLs for the action at OU 7 are found at 40 C.F.R. § 141.61(a) for TCE and PCE at CAOC 
10.38/10.39 Unit 7 (groundwater), and TCE only at NPZ-14 and CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
(groundwater). Although MCLs are developed using cost and technical considerations, U.S. EPA 
considers them to be protective of human health as well. The MCL for TCE (5 micrograms per 
liter [µg/L]) is a federal ARAR for groundwater at OU 7. The MCL for PCE (5 µg/L) is a federal 
ARAR for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7.  

Secondary MCLs are nonenforceable federal contaminant levels that apply to public water 
systems at the tap. They are intended as guidelines for the states. Because they are 
nonenforceable, federal secondary MCLs are not ARARs. However, they may be used as TBC 
guidance depending on site-specific conditions. 

Although the point of compliance (POC) for MCLs under the SDWA is at the tap, U.S. EPA has 
determined that for CERCLA remedies, MCLs should be obtained throughout the contaminated 
plume or at and beyond the edge of the waste management area, when waste is left in place (55 
Fed. Reg. 8666, 8753 [1990]). 

RCRA Hazardous Waste 
The federal RCRA requirements at 40 C.F.R. Part 261 do not apply in California because the 
state RCRA program is authorized. The authorized state RCRA requirements are therefore 
considered federal ARARs (Section 1.3.1). The applicability of RCRA requirements depends on 
whether the waste is a RCRA hazardous waste; whether the waste was initially treated, stored, or 
disposed after the effective date of the particular RCRA requirement; and whether the activity at 
the site constitutes treatment, storage, or disposal as defined by RCRA. However, RCRA 
requirements may be relevant and appropriate even if they are not applicable. Examples include 
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activities that are similar to those defined as RCRA treatment, storage, or disposal for waste that 
is similar to RCRA hazardous waste. 

The determination of whether a waste is a RCRA hazardous waste can be made by comparing 
the site waste to the definition of RCRA hazardous waste. The RCRA requirements at Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, § 66261.21, 66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), and 66261.100 are ARARs 
because they define RCRA hazardous waste. A waste can meet the definition of hazardous waste 
if it has the toxicity characteristic of hazardous waste. This determination is made by using the 
TCLP. The maximum concentrations allowable for the TCLP listed in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 
66261.24(a)(1)(B) are federal ARARs for determining whether the site has hazardous waste. If 
the site waste has concentrations exceeding these values, it is determined to be a characteristic 
RCRA hazardous waste (Section 1.4.1). 

RCRA Groundwater Protection Standards 

Groundwater concentration limits for RCRA-regulated units are promulgated at Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.94. For corrective action programs, Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94(c) states 
that the concentrations of compounds must not exceed the background level of that constituent in 
groundwater or, if achieving background is shown to be technologically or economically 
infeasible, some higher concentration limit that is set as part of the corrective action program. In 
no event shall a concentration limit greater than background exceed applicable statutes or 
regulations or the lowest concentration determined to be technologically or economically 
achievable (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 § 66264.94[e]). 

These standards are not “applicable” because OU 7 does not contain a RCRA waste management 
unit. However, substantive provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), 
(d), and (e) are “relevant and appropriate” and, therefore, federal ARARs for groundwater at OU 
7 because groundwater contaminants at the site are similar or identical to RCRA hazardous 
wastes. 

The RCRA groundwater protection standard provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.95 
indicate that the POC at which the protection standards apply is a vertical surface located at the 
hydraulically downgradient limit of the waste management area that extends through the 
uppermost aquifer underlying the regulated unit. 

The CERCLA NCP preamble provides that compliance with groundwater cleanup standards 
should be attained throughout the affected area of the aquifer or at and beyond the downgradient 
edge of the waste management area (WMA) when the waste is left in place (the “point of 
compliance” [POC]). See NCP preamble at 55 Fed. Reg. 8753, 08 March 1990. Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.95 contains similar provisions for POC for waste management units (WMU) 
regulated under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, chapter (ch.) 15. 
It is the DON’s position that the designation of POCs at the downgradient edge of all CAOCs 
addressed in the ROD would be appropriate and supported by CERCLA and the NCP, and that 
the RAO of achieving the federal MCLs for PCE and TCE should apply throughout the 
contaminant plume downgradient from the POCs. The DON believes that contamination 
upgradient of the POCs would be adequately contained by the remedial action to ensure 
compliance with this RAO and that this remedial action would adequately protect human health 
and the environment. 
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The NCP preamble states that there may be certain circumstances where a plume of groundwater 
contamination is caused by releases from several distinct sources that are in close geographical 
proximity. The NCP preamble provides that, in such cases, the most cost-effective groundwater 
cleanup strategy may be to address the problem as a whole rather than on a source-by-source 
basis and to draw a common POC that encompasses all the sources of release (55 Fed. Reg. 
8753, 08 March 1990). 

Water Quality Criteria 

Section 304(a)(1) of the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 1314[a][1]) directs U.S. EPA to publish and 
periodically update the National Recommended Water Quality Criteria (NRWQC). These 
standards are intended to protect human health and aquatic life from contamination in surface 
water. The NRWQC are updated in the Federal Register. The latest list of the NRWQC dated 
2006 is available on the website at http://www.epa.gov/waterscience/criteria/ wqcriteria.html. If 
criteria are not listed for a pollutant, U.S. EPA does not have any NRWQC. 

These criteria are to reflect the latest scientific knowledge on the identifiable effects of pollutants 
on public health and welfare, aquatic life, and recreation. These criteria serve as guidance to 
states in adopting water quality standards under § 303(c) of the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 1313[c]) that 
protect aquatic life from acute and chronic effects. 

The applicability of surface water criteria to groundwater is discussed in CERCLA § 
121(d)(2)(B)(i) (42 U.S.C. § 9621[d][2][B][i]), 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(e), and the NCP preamble 
(55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8754 8755 [1990]). Although the NRWQC are nonenforceable guidelines, 
they may be relevant and appropriate for groundwater only in the absence of promulgated MCLs 
or MCLGs. In such cases, the NRWQC may be adjusted to reflect only drinking water use and 
be used as cleanup goals for the response action. Because the COCs for OU 7 have MCLs, the 
NRWQC are not ARARs. 

Water Quality Standards 

Treated groundwater from OU 7 will not be discharged to the surface.   Therefore, this section is 
not an ARAR. 

2.2.1.2. State 
The state has identified the following ARARs for groundwater cleanup at OU 7: 

• California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Resolution (Res.) 88-63 

• Comprehensive WQCP for the Lahontan Region (California RWQCB 1995) 

• State primary and secondary MCLs, Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §§ 64431, 64444, and 
64449(a) 

• Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, California Water Code §§ 13241, 13243, 
13263(a), 13269, and 13360 

• California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16 

• Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, division (div.) 2, Subdivision (subdiv.) 1, § 20400(a), (c), and (e) 
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California SWRCB Res. 88-63, Adoption of Policy Entitled “Sources of Drinking 
Water.”  

SWRCB Res. 88 63 establishes criteria to help RWQCBs identify potential sources of drinking 
water (California SWRCB 1988). According to this resolution, all groundwater in California is 
considered suitable or potentially suitable for domestic or municipal freshwater supply except in 
cases where any one of the following water quality and production criteria is met. 

• TDS exceed 3,000 mg/L (or electrical conductivity is greater than 5,000 micromhos per 
centimeter) and the RWQCB does not reasonably expect the groundwater to supply a 
public drinking water system. 

• Groundwater is contaminated, either by natural processes or by human activity unrelated 
to a specific pollution incident, and cannot reasonably be treated for domestic use either 
by best management practices (BMP) or best economically available treatment practices. 

• The groundwater does not provide sufficient water to supply a single well capable of 
producing an average sustained yield of 200 gallons per day. 

SWRCB Res. 88-63 has been incorporated by reference into the Basin Plan (RWQCB 1995).  
The DON has determined that the substantive provisions of this policy are state ARARs because 
the groundwater at the Nebo Main Base is considered a potential source of drinking water under 
SWRCB Res. 88-63. 

Comprehensive Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region  

The DON accepts the substantive provisions in Chapters 2 through 4 of the WQCP for the 
Lahontan Region (California RWQCB 1995), including beneficial use, WQOs, and water 
discharge requirements (WDR), as ARARs. The uses designated for the Lower Mojave River 
Valley are ARARs for this ROD.  

The Basin Plan for the Lahontan Region was prepared and implemented by the RWQCB 
Lahontan Region to protect and enhance the quality of the waters in the Lahontan Region. The 
Basin Plan establishes location-specific beneficial uses and WQOs for the surface water and 
groundwater of the region and is the basis of the RWQCB Lahontan Region regulatory 
programs. The Basin Plan includes both numeric and narrative WQOs for specific groundwater 
subbasins. The WQOs are intended to protect the beneficial uses of the waters of the region and 
to prevent nuisance. 

Beneficial use and reuse of water are key aspects of the Basin Plan for the Lahontan Region. OU 
7 is located in the Lower Mojave River Valley groundwater basin. The Lower Mojave River 
Valley groundwater basin has the following beneficial use designations (California RWQCB 
1995):  

• Agricultural Supply: Beneficial uses of waters used for farming, horticulture, or 
ranching, including, but not limited to, irrigation, stock watering, and support of 
vegetation for range grazing 
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• Aquaculture: Beneficial uses of waters used for aquaculture or mariculture operations 
including, but not limited to, propagation, cultivation, maintenance, and harvesting of 
aquatic plants and animals for human consumption or bait purposes  

• Freshwater Replenishment: Beneficial uses of waters used for natural or artificial 
maintenance of surface water quantity or quality (e.g., salinity)  

• Industrial Service Supply: Beneficial uses of waters used for industrial activities that do 
not depend primarily on water quality including, but not limited to, mining, cooling water 
supply, geothermal energy production, hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire 
protection, and oil well repressurization 

• Municipal and Domestic Supply: Beneficial uses of waters used for community, 
military, or individual water supply systems including, but not limited to, drinking water 
supply  

The WQCP beneficial uses listed above are determined to be applicable state ARARs. The 
municipal and domestic supply beneficial use is the driver for the risk at the groundwater sites. 

State Primary and Secondary MCLs 

Primary and secondary state MCLs are set forth in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22: 

• § 64431 (MCLs –Inorganic Chemicals) 

• § 64444 (MCLs – Organic Chemicals) 

• § 64449(a) (Secondary MCLs) 
The DON has determined that the substantive provisions of the MCL standards at Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, § 64444, are not ARARs for this remedial action because they are not more 
stringent than the federal MCLs. The table in Section 2.1.1 provides the MCL comparison for the 
COCs in groundwater.  

Secondary MCLs are applicable at the tap and are not applicable ARARs for groundwater 
cleanup. They are relevant and appropriate for cleanup of groundwater that is a potential source 
of drinking water. Secondary MCLs can only be relevant if they match a COC for the site. 
Because there are no secondary MCLs specified at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 64449(a) for the 
COCs, § 64449(a) is not a ARAR.  

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act became Division 7 of the California Water Code 
in 1969. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act requires each regional board to 
formulate and adopt basin plans for all areas within the region (California Water Code § 13240). 
It also requires each regional board to establish WQOs that will protect the beneficial uses of the 
water basin (California Water Code § 13241) and to prescribe WDRs that would implement the 
basin plan for any discharge of waste to the waters of the state (California Water Code § 
13263[a]). 

Other sections of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act include California Water Code 
§ 13243, which allows regional boards to specify conditions or areas where waste discharge is 
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not permitted. California Water Code § 13269 provides the boards’ authority for waivers for 
reports or compliance with requirements as long as it is not against the public interest. California 
Water Code § 13360 specifies circumstances for regional boards to order compliance in a 
specific manner. 

The DON accepts the substantive provisions of California Water Code §§ 13241, 13243, 
13263(a), 13269, and 13360 of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act as enabling 
legislation as implemented through the beneficial uses, WQOs, WDRs, promulgated policies of 
the WQCP for the Lahontan Region, SWRCB Res. 68 16 and 88-63, and state primary MCLs as 
state ARARs. Where WDRs are specified in general permits, the DON may agree to comply 
with substantive requirements, although on-site CERCLA response actions are exempt from 
permit requirements under § 121(e) of CERCLA. Compliance with these substantive 
requirements in a general permit would be used as a means of assuring compliance with the 
ARARs, such as the MCLs, and promulgated policy of the WQCP and SWRCB Res. 68-16. 

California Water Code § 13304 sets forth enforcement authority and an enforcement process 
(orders issued by the state) and is procedural in nature. It does not constitute an ARAR because it 
does not itself establish or contain substantive environmental “standards, requirements, criteria, 
or limitations” (CERCLA § 121 [42 U.S.C. § 9621]) and is not in itself directive in intent. 
Through its enforcement authority and procedures, substantive state environmental standards set 
forth in other statutes, regulations, plans, and orders are enforced. In addition, California Water 
Code § 13304 is no more stringent than the substantive requirements of the state ARARs 
identified in the above paragraphs or federal ARARs for groundwater. 

California State Water Resources Control Board Res. 92-49 and 68-16 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Res. 92-49 (as amended on April 21, 1994, and 
October 2, 1996) is titled “Policies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement 
of Discharges Under Cal. Water Code § 13304.” This resolution contains policies and procedures 
for the regional boards that apply to all investigations and cleanup and abatement activities for 
all types of discharges subject to California Water Code § 13304. 

SWRCB Res. 68-16, “Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters 
in California,” establishes the policy that high-quality waters of the state “shall be maintained to 
the maximum extent possible” consistent with the “maximum benefit to the people of the state.” 
It provides that whenever the existing quality of water is better than the required applicable water 
quality policies, such existing high-quality water will be maintained until it has been 
demonstrated to the state that any change will be consistent with maximum benefit to the people 
of the state, will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of such water, and 
will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the policies. It also states that any 
activity that produces or may produce a waste or increased volume or concentration of waste and 
that discharges or proposes to discharge to existing high-quality waters will be required to meet 
waste discharge requirements that will result in the best practicable treatment or control of the 
discharge necessary to ensure that a) pollution or a nuisance will not occur and b) the highest 
water quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state will be maintained 
(California SWRCB 1968). 
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Cleanup to below background water quality conditions is not required by the California SWRCB 
under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. California SWRCB Res. 92-49 II.F.1 
(California SWRCB 1992) provides that regional boards may require cleanup and abatement to 
“conform to the provisions of the Resolution No. 68-16 of the State Water Board, and the Water 
Quality Control Plans of the State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards, provided that 
under no circumstances shall these provisions be interpreted to require cleanup and abatement 
which achieves water quality conditions that are better than background conditions.” 

DON’s Position Regarding California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16. The DON recognizes 
that the key substantive requirements of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94 (and the identical 
requirements of Cal. Code Regs tit. 23, § 2550.4, and § III.G of SWRCB Res. 92 49), require 
cleanup to background levels of constituents unless such restoration proves to be technologically 
or economically infeasible and an alternative cleanup level of constituents will not pose a 
substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment. In addition, the DON 
recognizes that these provisions are more stringent than corresponding provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 
264.94 and, although they are federally enforceable via the RCRA program authorization, they 
are also independently based on state law to the extent that they are more stringent than the 
federal regulations. 

The DON has also determined that California SWRCB Res. 68-16 is not a chemical-specific 
ARAR for determining response action goals. However, California SWRCB Res. 68-16 is a 
action-specific ARAR for regulating new discharges, such as treated groundwater, into the 
aquifer. The DON has determined that further migration of already-contaminated groundwater 
plume is not a discharge governed by the language in Res. 68-16. More specifically, the language 
of California SWRCB Res. 68-16 indicates that it is prospective in intent, applying to new 
discharges in order to maintain existing high quality waters. It is not intended to apply to 
restoration of waters that are already degraded. 

The DON’s position is that California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
23, § 2550.4, do not constitute chemical-specific ARARs for this remedial action because they 
are state requirements and are not more stringent than federal ARAR provisions of Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94. The NCP set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 300.400(g)(4) provides that only state 
standards more stringent than federal standards may be ARARs (see also CERCLA § 
121(d)(2)(A)(ii) [42 U.S.C. § 9621(d)(2)(A)(ii)]). 

The substantive technical standard in the equivalent state requirements (i.e., Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
23, div. 3, ch. 15, and SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16) is identical to the substantive technical 
standard in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94. This section of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 will likely 
be applied in a manner consistent with equivalent provisions of other regulations, including 
California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16. 

State of California’s Position Regarding California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16. The state 
does not agree with the DON determination that California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16 and 
certain provisions at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, div. 3, ch. 15, are not ARARs for this response 
action.  

The California SWRCB has interpreted the term “discharges” in the California Water Code to 
include the movement of waste from soils to groundwater and from contaminated to 
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uncontaminated water (California SWRCB 1994). However, the state agrees that the proposed 
action would comply with California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16, and compliance with the 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 provisions should result in compliance with the Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23 
provisions. The state does not intend to dispute the ROD but reserves its rights if implementation 
of the Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 provisions is not as stringent as state implementation of Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 23 provisions. Because Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 regulation is part of the state’s 
authorized hazardous waste control program, it is also the state’s position that Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.94 is a state ARAR and not a federal ARAR (United States v. State of Colorado, 
990 F.2d 1565 [1993]). 

Whereas the DON and the State of California have not agreed on whether California Res. 92 49 
and 68 16 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550.4 are ARARs for this response action, the ROD 
documents each party’s position on the resolutions but does not attempt to resolve the issue. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, div. 2, subdiv. 1, §§ 20380(a), 20400(a), (c), (d), (e), and (g), 
and 20405  

The DON has reviewed the provisions of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, §§ 20380(a) and 20400(a), (c), 
(d), (e), and (g), and 20405. These sections address the concentration limits and POC for 
monitoring at waste management units (WMUs) for other than hazardous wastes. The DON has 
determined that these provisions are identical to those found in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 
66264.94(d)(1), (2), and (4), and (e)(1) and (2) and 66264.95. The requirements at Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 27, §§ 20380(a), 20400(a), (c), (d), (e) and (g), and 20405 are therefore not ARARs 
because they are not more stringent than federal ARARs at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 
66264.94(d)(1), (2), and (4), and (e)(1) and (2) and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.95.  

Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986.  

The DON has performed a thorough evaluation of the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic 
Enforcement Act of 1986 (Proposition 65) and the regulations implementing it (Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, §§ 12000–14000) and has determined that the act is not an ARAR for OU 7 for the 
following reasons. 

This statute is expressly not directly applicable to the federal government. The definition of 
covered “person” in Cal. Health & Safety Code § 25249.11(a) does not include governmental 
entities, including the federal government. See also the definition of “person in the course of 
doing business” at Cal. Health & Safety Code § 25249.11(b). 

Setting aside the lack of direct applicability noted above, Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 12701(a) 
clearly allows the DON to use discharge standards other than those presented in the regulation. 
This paragraph states, “Nothing in this Article shall preclude a person from using evidence, 
standards, risk assessment methodologies, principles, assumptions or levels not described in this 
Article to establish that a level of exposure to a listed chemical poses no significant risk.” The 
DON has performed a risk assessment meeting the requirements of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 
12721, and has determined that the DON’s standards for discharges for removal alternative(s), 
which comply with the DON’s goals for acceptable exposure levels consistent with 40 C.F.R. § 
300.430(e)(2)(i)(A)(1)–(2), pose “no significant risk” as intended under this regulation. 
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The DON identification of an alternative standard is also supported by Proposition 65 regulations 
at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 12703(b) that state: 

For chemicals assessed in accordance with this section, the risk level which represents no 
significant risk shall be one which is calculated to result in one excess case of cancer in an 
exposed population of 100,000, assuming lifetime exposure at the level in question, except 
where sound considerations of public health support an alternative level, as for example, 
where a clean-up and resulting discharge ordered and supervised by an appropriate 
governmental agency or court of competent jurisdiction [emphasis added]. 

As the lead agency for the site, the DON clearly can select health-based standards using other 
standards and considerations that are protective of human health and the environment. 

Proposition 65 was not intended to establish cleanup levels or discharge limitations for 
hazardous waste site response actions. Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 12401(b) states: 

Whenever a person otherwise responsible for the discharge or release receives water 
containing a listed chemical from a source other than a source specified in subdivision (a) 
[subdivision (a) specifies a drinking water supply in compliance with all primary drinking 
water standards, which is not the case for hazardous waste site response actions], the person 
does not ‘discharge’ or ‘release’ within the meaning of the Act to the extent that the person 
can show that the listed chemical was contained in the water received, and ‘discharge or 
release’ shall apply only to that amount of the listed chemical derived from sources other 
than the water, provided that: 

(1) The water is returned to the same source of water supply, or 

(2) The water meets all primary drinking water standards for the listed chemical or, where 
there is no primary drinking water standard established for the listed chemical, the water 
shall not contain a significant amount of the chemical. 

Finally, the communication requirements of Proposition 65 duplicate or are not more stringent 
than federal ARARs. 

RCRA Requirements.  State RCRA requirements included within the U.S. EPA-authorized 
RCRA program for California are considered to be federal ARARs and are discussed in the 
previous section.  The exception is when a state regulation is “broader in scope” than the 
corresponding federal RCRA regulations.  In that case, such regulations are not considered part 
of the federally authorized program or federal ARARs.  Instead, they are purely state law 
requirements and potential state ARARs. 

State requirements such as the non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste requirements are 
state ARARs because they are not within the scope of the federal ARARs (57 Fed. Reg. 60848).  
The Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 requirements that are part of the state-approved RCRA 
program would be state ARARs for non RCRA, state-regulated hazardous wastes. 

2.2.2. Surface Water ARARs 
The remedial action will not directly, or indirectly, impact surface water.  Therefore, there are no 
surface water ARAR requirements. 
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2.2.3. Soil ARARs 
The key threshold question for soil ARARs is whether the wastes or contamination located at 
OU 7 could be classified as hazardous waste. If soil waste is generated, the soil waste may be 
classified as federal hazardous waste as defined by RCRA and the state-authorized program or as 
non RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste. If the soil is determined to be hazardous waste, the 
appropriate requirements will apply. As discussed in Section 1.4, only the lead shot in soil at 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 is potentially hazardous based on results of sampling during the RI and 
Supplemental RI (BEI 2005, OTIE 2010). 

2.2.3.1. Federal 
Federal ARARs for soil are discussed in the sections below. 

RCRA Hazardous Waste and Groundwater Protection Standards 

The federal RCRA requirements at 40 C.F.R. Part 261 do not apply in California because the 
state RCRA program is authorized. The authorized state RCRA requirements are therefore 
considered federal ARARs. The applicability of RCRA requirements depends on whether the 
waste is a RCRA hazardous waste; whether the waste was initially treated, stored, or disposed 
after the effective date of the particular RCRA requirement; and whether the activity at the site 
constitutes treatment, storage, or disposal as defined by RCRA. However, RCRA requirements 
may be relevant and appropriate even if they are not applicable. Examples include activities that 
are similar to the definition of RCRA treatment, storage, or disposal for waste that is similar to 
RCRA hazardous waste. 

Determination of whether a waste is a RCRA hazardous waste can be made by comparing site 
waste to the definition of RCRA hazardous waste. RCRA requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
22, § 66261.21, 66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), and 66261.100 are ARARs because 
they define RCRA hazardous waste. A waste can meet the definition of hazardous waste if it has 
the toxicity characteristic of hazardous waste. This determination is made by using the TCLP. 
The maximum concentrations allowable for the TCLP listed in § 66261.24(a)(1)(B) are federal 
ARARs for determining whether hazardous waste is present at the site. If the site waste has 
concentrations exceeding these values, it is determined to be a characteristic RCRA hazardous 
waste (Section 1.4.1). 

The requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), (d), and (e) are federal 
ARARs for contamination in the vadose zone (i.e., the unsaturated zone). These sections set 
concentration limits for the unsaturated zone as well as for groundwater and surface water. These 
requirements are considered to be federal ARARs because they are part of the approved state 
RCRA program. 

RCRA LDRs at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66268.1(f) are federal ARARs for discharging waste to 
land.  This section prohibits the disposal of hazardous waste to land unless 1) it is treated in 
accordance with the treatment standards of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66268.40 and the 
underlying hazardous constituents meet the Universal Treatment Standards at Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66268.48; 2) it is treated to meet the alternative soil treatment standards of Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, § 66268.49; or 3) a treatability variance is obtained under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 
66268.44.  These are applicable federal ARARs because they are part of the state-approved 
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RCRA program.  RCRA treatment standards for non-RCRA, state-regulated waste are not 
applicable federal ARARs, but are relevant and appropriate state ARARs. 

Toxic Substances Control Act 

TSCA regulates the storage and disposal of PCBs. These requirements have both action- and 
chemical-specific aspects and address storage and disposal activities based on PCB 
concentrations. Therefore, they may be discussed in both this section and Section 4. Under 
TSCA, U.S. EPA has promulgated 40 C.F.R. § 761.61 PCB remediation waste requirements that 
provide cleanup and disposal options for PCB remediation waste. The options include a) self-
implementing on-site cleanup and disposal, b) performance-based disposal, and c) risk-based 
disposal. The self-implementing cleanup provisions are not binding on cleanups conducted under 
other authorities, including actions conducted under §§ 104 or 106 of CERCLA. Therefore, they 
are not applicable ARARs for actions at CERCLA sites. However, in the preamble of the final 
rule for 40 C.F.R. pt. 761, U.S. EPA indicated that it anticipates that the final rule “will be a 
potential ARAR at CERCLA sites where PCBs are present.” U.S. EPA expects that “CERCLA 
cleanups would typically comply with the substantive requirements of one of the three options, 
provided by § 761.61, upon completion of the cleanups” (63 Fed. Reg. 35407, 29 June 1998). 
Therefore, 40 C.F.R. § 761.61(a), (b), and (c) are relevant and appropriate at CAOC N-2 Area 1 
because PCB contamination is present. 

Self-Implementing Option: U.S. EPA designed self-implementing procedures for a general, 
moderate-size site where there should be low residual environmental impact from remedial 
activities. These procedures are not intended for large PCB remediation sites unless very 
stringent sampling requirements are used. Much greater knowledge from pre-cleanup 
characterization of waste can reduce verification sampling through the risk-based option at 40 
C.F.R. § 761.61(c). The self-implementing on-site cleanup and disposal option requirements are 
based on the concentration of PCBs. The cleanup levels are based on four general waste 
categories and whether the wastes are in high- or low-occupancy areas. Under 40 C.F.R. § 
761.61(a)(4)(i), bulk PCB remediation waste cleanup levels are as follows: (A) for high-
occupancy areas, less than or equal to 1 part per million (ppm) without further conditions; where 
the concentration is greater than 1 and less than or equal to 10 ppm, a cap is required; (B) for 
low-occupancy areas, less than or equal to 25 ppm unless there is an actual or proposed change 
in land use to high occupancy. Up to 50 ppm may remain on-site if the site is secured with a 
fence and signage. Up to 100 ppm may remain if the site is capped. 

Under 40 C.F.R. § 761.61(a)(4)(ii), nonporous-surface cleanup levels are less than or equal to 
10 micrograms (µg)/100 square centimeters (cm2) in high-occupancy areas and less than 
100 µg/100 cm2 in low-occupancy areas. Under § 761.61(a)(4)(iii), porous surface cleanup 
levels are the same as for bulk PCB remediation waste at § 761.61(a)(4)(i). Under § 
761.61(a)(4)(iv), liquid cleanup levels are in § 761.79(b)(1) and (b)(2). Under § 761.79(b)(1), the 
decontamination standard for water containing PCBs is (i) less than 200 µg/L for noncontact use 
in a closed system where there are no releases, (ii) less than 3 µg/L for water discharged to 
treatment works or navigable waters, or a PCB discharge limit specified in a permit issued under 
§ 307(b) or § 402 of the CWA, or (iii) less than or equal to 0.5 µg/L for unrestricted use. Under 
40 C.F.R. § 761.79(b)(2), the decontamination standard for organic liquids and nonaqueous 
inorganic liquids is less than 2 mg/L (less than 2 ppm). 
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A high-occupancy area is defined as any area where PCB remediation waste has been 
disposed on-site and where occupancy for any individual not wearing dermal and respiratory 
protection for a year is 335 hours or more for bulk PCB remediation waste and 840 hours or 
more for nonporous surfaces. Criteria for low-occupancy areas are less than 335 hours for bulk 
PCB remediation waste and less than 840 hours for nonporous surfaces. 

PCB remediation waste is waste containing PCBs as a result of a spill, release, or other 
unauthorized disposal and that meets the following criteria: materials disposed of prior to April 
18, 1978, that are currently greater than or equal to 50 ppm regardless of the concentration of the 
original spill; materials that are at any volume or concentration in which the original source was 
greater than or equal to 500 ppm beginning on April 18, 1978, or greater than or equal to 50 ppm 
beginning on July 2, 1979; and materials that are currently at any concentration if the PCBs are 
spilled or released from a source not authorized under this part. PCB remediation waste means 
soil, rags, and other debris generated as a result of any PCB spill cleanup, including but not 
limited to environmental media, sewage sludge, and buildings and other man-made structures, 
porous surfaces, and nonporous surfaces. 

Cleanup verification sampling and analysis are required for the self-implementing option in 
accordance with Subpart O (40 C.F.R. § 761.280–761.298) for porous surfaces and Subpart P for 
nonporous surfaces (40 C.F.R. § 761.300–761.316). Under 40 C.F.R. § 761.283(a), the minimum 
number of samples from each separate cleanup site is three samples for each type of bulk waste 
or porous surface. (For example, three samples each would be collected from a sandy area, a clay 
soil, a sludge, and gravel present at a hypothetical site.) The maximum number of samples is not 
limited, but locations are to be based on a square grid set up so that a sample is collected every 
1.5 meters in four directions starting with an origin (40 C.F.R. § 761.283[b]). Samples may be 
composited in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 761.289. Small areas that would not be represented 
well by the 1.5-meter grid need to follow § 761.283(c). Analytical and reporting requirements 
are at § 761.292 and 761.295, respectively. Sample area representation is specified at § 761.298. 
Individual samples represent the area half-way (half of 1.5 meters) in all four directions (§ 
761.283[d]). Composite samples represent the entire area of the individual samples included in 
the composite. 

For soil (porous surfaces), substantive provisions of the sampling and analysis requirements at 40 
C.F.R. § 761.280–761.298 are applicable for the self-implementing option. However, the self-
implementing option is not applicable to CERCLA actions. Therefore, the sampling and analysis 
requirements are not applicable.  

Performance-Based Option: Waste disposal provisions at 40 C.F.R. § 761.61(b)(1) state that 
liquid PCB remediation waste shall be disposed in accordance with § 761.60(a) (incinerator, 
high-efficiency boiler, or chemical waste landfill) or (e) (alternative method that reaches the 
level of performance that will not present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the 
environment), or be decontaminated in accordance with § 761.79. Under § 761.61(b)(2), 
nonliquid PCB remediation waste shall be disposed in an approved incinerator or approved 
landfill or facility with coordinated approval or be decontaminated in accordance with § 761.79. 
Under § 761.61(b)(3), dredged material from the waters of the United States with less than 50 
ppm may be managed or disposed in accordance with a CWA § 404 or a Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act § 103 permit. 
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Risk-Based Option. The requirements at 40 C.F.R. § 761.61(c) for risk-based disposal are 
mostly procedural and require U.S. EPA approvals. The substantive provisions are at § 
761.61(c)(2), which requires that risk-based sampling, cleanup, and disposal will not pose an 
unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment. 

Decontamination	Standards	

Two of the three options reference 40 C.F.R. § 761.79 for decontamination.  This section 
establishes substantive provisions for decontamination standards at § 761.79(b) for removing 
PCBs. 

At 40 C.F.R. § 761.79(b)(1), the decontamination standard for water containing PCBs is less 
than 200 μg/L for noncontact use in a closed system where there are no releases; less than 3 
μg/L for water discharged to treatment works or navigable waters; the limit specified in a 
CWA Section 402 or 307(b) permit; and less than or equal to 0.5 μg/L for unrestricted use. 

At § 761.79(b)(2), the decontamination standard for organic liquids and nonaqueous-phase 
inorganic liquids is less than 2 mg/kg. 

At § 761.79(b)(3), the decontamination standard for nonporous surfaces previously in contact 
with liquid PCBs is less than or equal to 10 �g/100 cm2; for nonporous surfaces in contact 
with nonliquid PCBs, it is cleaning to Visual Standard No. 2 of the National Association of 
Corrosion Engineers.  For disposal of nonporous surfaces previously in contact with liquid 
and non-liquid PCBs, the standards are less than 100 μg/100 cm2 and Visual Standard No. 3, 
respectively. 

At § 761.79(b)(4) the decontamination standard for concrete is less than or equal to 
10 μg/100 cm2 if commenced within 72 hours of the spill. 

2.2.3.2. State 
The substantive provisions of the requirements listed below have been identified as chemical-
specific ARARs for soil at OU 7 sites CAOC N-2 Area 1 and CAOC 10. 

RCRA	Requirements	

State RCRA requirements included within the U.S. EPA-authorized RCRA program for 
California are considered to be federal ARARs and are discussed in the previous section.  The 
exception is when a state regulation is broader in scope than the corresponding federal RCRA 
regulations.  In that case, such regulations are not considered part of the federally authorized 
program or federal ARARs.  Instead, they are purely state law requirements and state ARARs. 

State requirements such as the non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste requirements may be 
state ARARs because they are not within the scope of the federal ARARs (57 Fed. Reg. 60848).  
The Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, div. 4.5 requirements that are part of the state-approved RCRA 
program would be state ARARs for non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous wastes. 

Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs., Title 22, Sections 66261.21, 66261.22(a)(1), 
66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), and 66261.100, are applicable for characterizing waste prior to off-
site disposal. 
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Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs., Title 22, Section 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), (d), and 
(e), are relevant and appropriate for setting cleanup levels for vadose zone soil. Under these 
requirements cleanup to background levels is required unless not technologically and 
economically feasible. If cleanup to background levels is not technologically and economically 
feasible, cleanup to the lowest levels technologically and economically feasible is required.  

The low concentrations of soil contaminants, the need to remove vegetation (i.e., habitat) at Sites 
CAOC 10 and N-2 Area 1 and the distributed nature of the contamination at CAOC N-2 Area 1 
with desert pavement soil conditions makes cleanup to background technologically infeasible. 
Complete excavation was screened out in the feasibility study. Only hot spot removal is retained 
as the action alternative for sites CAOC N-2 Area 1 and CAOC 10 with the addition of surface 
vacuuming to remove lead shot at CAOC N-2 Area 1. The hot spot removal alternative is not 
meant for complete removal and therefore is not expected to meet background but to meet risk-
based levels. The additional cost to reach background when risk-based levels are met would not 
be economically feasible.  

• Substantive provisions of the Toxic Substances Control Act at 40 CFR, Section 761.61 
(c) the risk based option, are relevant and appropriate for soil at CAOC N-2 Area 1. 

The substantive provisions of the requirements listed below have been identified as state 
chemical-specific ARARs for OU 7 sites CAOC N-2 Area 1 and CAOC 10. 

• Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs. Title 22 § 66261.3(a)(2)(C) or 
66261.3(a)(2)(F), 66261.22(a)(3) and (4), 66261.24(a)(2)–(a)(8), 66261.101(a)(1) and 
(a)(2). 

2.2.4. Sediment ARARs 
The remedial action will not directly, or indirectly, impact sediments.  Therefore, there are no 
sediment ARAR requirements. 

2.2.5. Air ARARs 
The COCs identified in groundwater under this ROD are VOCs. Activated carbon filtration of 
extracted soil vapor is the selected treatment technology to prevent further contamination of 
groundwater. Specifically, the selected remedy for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 includes SVE in soils to 
prevent further contamination of groundwater. The selected remedy for contaminated 
groundwater at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, site NPZ-14, and CAOC 7 Stratum 1 is MNA with 
LUCs. Therefore, there is the potential for VOCs to be released into the air from the selected 
SVE remedial action. Dust emissions may be part of the hot-spot removal remedies for CAOC 
10 and CAOC N-2 Area 1. 

ARARs for air are discussed in under action-specific requirements. 

2.2.5.1. Federal 
The Clean Air Act (CAA), RCRA, NRC, UMTRCA, and NESHAP air emission requirements 
are discussed below. 
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Clean Air Act 

The CAA establishes the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) in 40 C.F.R. § 
50.4–50.12. NAAQS are not enforceable in and of themselves; they are translated into source-
specific emissions limitations by the state (U.S. EPA 1990). Substantive requirements of the 
MDAQMD rules that have been approved by U.S. EPA as part of the State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) under the CAA are federal ARARs for air emissions (CAA § 110). The SIP includes rules 
for emissions restrictions for particulates, organic compounds, and hazardous air pollutants, as 
well as standards of performance for new sources. 

No federal air ARARs were identified for the OU 7 remedial action. 

2.2.5.2. State 
RCRA requirements for non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous wastes and MDAQMD rules are 
described below. 

State RCRA requirements included within the U.S. EPA-authorized RCRA program for 
California are considered to be federal ARARs and are discussed above.  The exception is 
when a state regulation is broader in scope than the corresponding federal RCRA regulations.  
In that case, such regulations are not considered part of the federally authorized program or 
federal ARARs.  Instead, they are purely state law requirements and state ARARs. 

State requirements such as the non-RCRA, state-regulated hazardous waste requirements 
may be state ARARs because they are not within the scope of the federal ARARs (57 Fed. 
Reg. 32726 [1992]). 

The state identified Rules 402 and 403. 

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) Rule 402 

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or 
other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any considerable number 
of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such 
persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to 
business or property. 

Rule 402 was identified by the state as ARARs for the potential air emissions at CAOC 7 
Stratum 1. Substantive requirements of the MDAQMD rules that have been approved by U.S. 
EPA as part of the SIP under the CAA are federal ARARs for air emissions (CAA § 110). 
Specifically, the SIP includes rules for emissions restrictions for organic compounds. 

More specific information on these requirements are provided in action-specific ARARs 
discussion in Section 4.4. 

MDAQMD Rule 403 

A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any transport, handling, 
construction or storage activity so that the presence of such dust remains visible in the 
atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source. A person shall take every 
reasonable precaution to minimize fugitive dust emissions from wrecking, excavation, grading, 
clearing of land and solid waste disposal operations. A person shall not cause or allow particulate 
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matter to exceed 100 micrograms per cubic meter when determined as the difference between 
upwind and downwind samples collected on high volume samplers at the property line for a 
minimum of five hours.  

A person shall take every reasonable precaution to prevent visible particulate matter from being 
deposited upon public roadways as a direct result of their operations. Reasonable precautions 
shall include, but are not limited to, the removal of particulate matter from equipment prior to 
movement on paved streets or the prompt removal of any material from paved streets onto which 
such material has been deposited. 

The visible emissions and numeric emissions requirements above shall not be applicable when 
the wind speed instantaneously exceeds 40 kilometers (25 miles) per hour, or when the average 
wind speed is greater than 24 kilometers (15 miles) per hour. The average wind speed 
determination shall be on a 15 minute average at the nearest official air-monitoring station or by 
wind instrument located at the site being checked. 

Substantive provisions at MDAQMD Rule 403 (a) through (e) are applicable state ARARs for 
the soil disturbing alternatives that could result in emissions. 

More specific information on these requirements are provided in action-specific ARARs 
discussion in Section 4.5. 

2.2.6. Unexploded Ordnance and Munitions ARARs 
No unexploded ordnance or munitions have been identified at OU 7. 
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SECTION 3. LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS 
Location-specific ARARs are identified and discussed in this section. The discussions are 
presented based on various attributes of the site location, such as whether it is within a 
floodplain. Additional surveys will be performed in connection with the response action design 
and implementation to confirm location-specific ARARs where inadequate siting information 
currently exists or in the event of changes to planned facility locations.  

3.1. SUMMARY OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS 
The OU 7 sites do not have potential cultural, wetlands or floodplain, hydrologic, coastal, or 
geologic resources. The potential for biologic resources (the desert tortoise) has been mitigated 
by fencing and habitat monitoring; however, some remedial work related to CAOC 7 Stratum 1 
may be performed at the MCLB Barstow Rifle Range, which has critical habitat for the federally 
threatened desert tortoise habitat (refer to the MCLB Barstow Integrated Natural Resource 
Management Plan, 2005). The conclusions for ARARs pertaining to these resources are 
presented in the following sections. 

3.1.1. Cultural Resources Conclusions 
There are no cultural resources known or suspected at the OU 7 sites. However, because the 
remedial actions include excavation and may include new well placement in previously 
undisturbed areas, the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act at 16 U.S.C. §§ 469–469c-1 
and Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 at 16 U.S.C. § 470ee(a) are relevant and 
appropriate. 

3.1.2. Wetlands Protection and Floodplain Management Conclusions 
There are no wetlands or floodplains known or suspected at the OU 7 sites. 

3.1.3. Hydrologic Resources Conclusions 
Hydrologic resources will not be impacted at the OU 7 sites. 

3.1.4. Biological Resources Conclusions 
The desert tortoise is a federally listed threatened species that is known to occur at the MCLB 
Barstow Rifle Range. Habitat that could support the desert tortoise and/or the Lane Mountain 
milk vetch has been known to occur in the area of OU 7 sites. Migratory bird species also could 
occur at the OU 7 sites. The substantive provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(ESA) (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1543) have been identified as applicable for the threatened desert 
tortoise. Substantive provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. § 
703) have been identified as relevant and appropriate for the potential migratory birds that may 
occur at OU 7 sites. Measures will be taken to prevent detrimental effects to migratory birds, 
specifically at CAOCs 10 and N-2 Area 1 while implementing soil remedial actions. 

Fencing around the boundary of the Nebo Main Base has been maintained to prevent the tortoise 
from entering the OU 7 sites. However, remedial actions related to CAOC 7 Stratum 1 may 
occur within the Rifle Range which includes desert tortoise critical habitat as recognized by the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (MCLB Barstow 2005). Measures will be 
taken to prevent detrimental effects to the desert tortoise while implementing any remedial 
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actions within identified desert tortoise critical habitat identified in the MCLB Barstow 
Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (MCLB Barstow 2005). 

3.1.5. Coastal Resources Conclusions 
OU 7 sites are located outside of the coastal zone. 

3.1.6. Geologic Characteristics Conclusions 
Geologic resources will not be impacted at the OU 7 sites. 

3.2. DETAILED DISCUSSION OF ARARS 
The following subsections provide a detailed discussion of federal and state ARARs by location-
specific resources. Tables 3 and 4 identify federal and state requirements, respectively, 
determined to be ARARs or TBCs. ARARs determinations are presented in the column with the 
heading “ARAR Determination.” Determinations of status for location-specific ARARs 
generally were based on maps or lists included in the regulation or prepared by the administering 
agency. References to the document or agency consulted are provided in the “Comments” 
column and may be provided in footnotes to the table. Specific issues concerning some of the 
requirements are discussed in the following sections. 

3.2.1. Cultural Resources ARARs 
Portions of some of the OU 7 sites may not be disturbed. Others are landfills or other areas 
where archaeological resources would not be potentially present. The following requirements 
were evaluated for ARAR status for OU 7: 

• National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470–470x-
6, 36 C.F.R. Part 800) 

• Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 469–469c-1) and Historic 
Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act of 1935 (16 U.S.C. §§ 461–467) 

• Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act of 1935 (16 U.S.C. §§ 461–467 and 40 
C.F.R. § 6.301[a]) 

• Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended (Pub. L. No. 96-95 and 16 
U.S.C. § 470aa–470mm)] 

3.2.1.1. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended 
Pursuant to §§ 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. § 470–470x-6, and its implementing 
regulations [36 C.F.R. Part 800]) as amended, CERCLA remedial actions are required to take 
into account the effects of remedial activities on any historic properties included on or eligible 
for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (http://tps.cr.nps.gov/nhl/). The National 
Register of Historic Places is a list of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are 
significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. § 110(f) of 
the NHPA of 1966 as amended requires that before approval of any federal undertaking that may 
directly and adversely affect any National Historic Landmark, the head of the responsible federal 
agency will, to the maximum extent possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be 
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necessary to minimize harm to the landmark, and will afford the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on the undertaking. 

No historic building or landmark is present on-base in the area that could be impacted by the 
remedial action at OU 7. Therefore, the NHPA is not an ARAR. 

3.2.1.2. Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act 
The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. § 469–469c-1, provides for the 
preservation of historical and archaeological data that might otherwise be lost as a result of dam 
construction or alterations of the terrain. If activities in connection with any federal construction 
project or federally approved project may cause irreparable loss to significant scientific, 
prehistorical, or archaeological data, the act requires the agency undertaking that project to 
preserve the data or request the Department of the Interior to do so. This act differs from the 
NHPA in that it encompasses a broader range of resources than those listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places and mandates only the preservation of the data (including analysis 
and publication). 

No prehistoric or historic sites were identified in existing data for the on-base area that 
potentially could be impacted by the remedial action. However, because much of the on-base 
area has not been previously surveyed, Phase I archaeological surveys will be conducted if any 
wells or the on-base treatment system is to be located in a previously undisturbed area. If 
archaeological resources are identified, 16 U.S.C. § 469–469c-1 would be a relevant and 
appropriate ARAR. 

3.2.1.3. Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act of 1935 
The purpose of the Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 461–467) is to 
encourage the long-term preservation of nationally significant properties that illustrate or 
commemorate the history and prehistory of the United States, including historic landmarks (36 
C.F.R. Part 65) and natural landmarks (36 C.F.R. Part 62). Properties designated as “National 
Historic Landmarks” in California are listed in the National Register of Historic Places 
(http://tps.cr.nps.gov/nhl/). Natural landmarks are nationally significant examples of a full range 
of ecological and geological features that constitute the nation’s natural heritage. In conducting 
an environmental review of a proposed action, the responsible official shall consider the 
existence and location of natural landmarks using information provided by the National Park 
Service pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 62.6(d) to avoid undesirable impacts on such landmarks. These 
requirements are not substantive and are not ARARs. However, if it is determined that areas to 
be disturbed during the response action are potentially eligible for the National Natural Historic 
Landmark Program, the State Historic Preservation Officer should be contacted. No historic 
buildings or sites at OU 7 are potential national landmarks.  

3.2.1.4. Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979  
Pub. L. No. 96-95 (16 U.S.C. § 470aa–470mm) was enacted in 1979 and amended in 1988 and 
applies to all lands to which the fee title is held by the United States. The purpose of this statute 
is to provide for the protection of archaeological resources on federal and Indian lands. The act 
prohibits unauthorized excavation, removal, damage, alteration, or defacement of archaeological 
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resources located on public lands unless such activity is pursuant to a permit issued under 16 
U.S.C. § 470cc. 

Substantive provisions at 16 U.S.C. § 470ee(a) state, “No person may excavate, remove, damage, 
or otherwise alter or deface, or attempt to excavate, remove, damage, or otherwise alter or deface 
any archaeological resource located on public lands or Indian lands unless” permitted. Although 
no permit is required for work under CERCLA, the requirements for a permit were reviewed.  

This requirement is relevant and appropriate if archaeological surveys of areas previously not 
disturbed discover archaeological resources. 

3.2.2. Wetlands Protection and Floodplains Management ARARs 
OU 7 sites are not within a floodplain, and there are no wetlands near the sites. Therefore, no 
wetlands or floodplains requirements were identified as ARARs. 

3.2.3. Hydrologic Resources ARARs 
OU 7 sites are not within a hydrologic resource. Therefore, no hydrologic requirements were 
identified as ARARs. 

3.2.4. Biological Resources ARARs 
The OU 7 sites in general do not provide habitat for endangered species. However, the MCLB 
Barstow Rifle Range, which is downgradient from CAOC 7 Stratum 1 identified groundwater 
contamination (at monitoring well NSP-2) includes critical habitat for the federally threatened 
desert tortoise. Additionally, migratory birds have access to the OU 7 sites. Pertinent provisions 
of the following requirements are discussed below. All of the following are included in Tables 3 
and 4. The following requirements were reviewed for potential ARAR status: 

• Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (substantive provisions of 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–
1543) 

• Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (substantive provisions of 16 U.S.C. §§ 703–712) 

• Marine Mammal Protection Act (substantive provisions of 16 U.S.C. §§ 1361–1421h) 

• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1801–
1882) 

• National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. § 668dd–668ee 
and substantive provisions of 50 C.F.R. § 27.11–27.97) 

• Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1131–1136 and 50 C.F.R. § 35.1–35.14). Not yet identified 
by the state. This will be updated once ARARs are received from the state.  

3.2.4.1. Federal 
ARARs for biological resources are discussed in the subsections below.  

Endangered Species Act of 1973 

The ESA (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1543) provides a means for conserving various species of fish, 
wildlife, and plants that are threatened with extinction. The ESA defines endangered and 
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threatened species and provides for the designation of critical habitats. Critical habitat is a 
specific geographical area that is deemed essential for the conservation of a listed species, as 
designated by the Secretary of Interior or Secretary of Commerce under the ESA. Under § 7(a) 
of the ESA (16 U.S.C., ch. 35, § 1536[a][2]), federal agencies shall carry out conservation 
programs for threatened and endangered species. Federal agencies may not fund, authorize, or 
carry out any action that is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or 
cause the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. Also, it is unlawful under § 9 of 
the ESA for any person, including federal agencies, to “take” any listed fish or wildlife species 
(16 U.S.C. § 1538[a][1][B]) or remove, maliciously damage, or destroy any listed plant species 
(16 U.S.C. § 1538[a][2][B]). “Take” is defined broadly and includes, but is not limited to, 
harassing, harming, or killing (16 U.S.C. § 1532[19]). Incidental take may be authorized for the 
limited circumstances outlined in 16 U.S.C. 1536(b)(4) and only when not associated with a 
finding of jeopardy or adverse modification. The Endangered Species Committee may grant an 
exemption for agency action when there are no reasonable and prudent alternatives to agency 
action and reasonable mitigation and enhancement measures such as propagation, 
transplantation, and habitat acquisition and improvement are not sufficient to avoid a finding of 
jeopardy or adverse modification (16 U.S.C. § 1536[h]). The substantive requirements at 16 
U.S.C. §§ 1531–1543 are ARARs for CERCLA sites that have listed species or designated 
critical habitats. The administrative requirements of ESA, including the § 7 consultation process 
and the associated production of Biological Assessment (BA) and Biological Opinion (BO) 
documents and the § 10 permit requirements, are not ARARs. See CERCLA Compliance with 
Other Laws Manual, part II, page 4-12, (U.S. EPA 1989) (providing guidance that ESA 
consultation is not a requirement for CERCLA actions conducted entirely on-site). See generally 
preamble to NCP final rule, 55 Fed. Reg. 8756, 8757 (1990) (explaining distinction between 
substantive and administrative requirements). Compliance with the substantive requirements of 
ESA requires the DON to determine whether listed species and designated critical habitat are 
present at the CERCLA site and to identify reasonable and prudent mitigation measures to avoid 
“takes” of listed species and allow the response action to be undertaken without jeopardizing the 
continued existence of a listed species or resulting in the destruction or adverse modification of 
designated critical habitat. If the DON determines that endangered species or critical habitat are 
not present or will clearly not be affected by the proposed response actions (without having to 
implement mitigation measures), then no further action is required. 

The MCLB Barstow INRMP states that the desert tortoise (a federally listed threatened species) 
occurs at the MCLB Barstow Rifle Range. Therefore, the ESA at 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1543 is an 
ARAR for this remedial action. While fencing and other controls have already been implemented 
at the Nebo Main Base boundary to prevent the tortoise access to the OU 7 sites, any remedial 
activities at the Rifle Range will require planning and coordination with the MCLB Barstow 
Environmental Division to ensure protection of critical habitat and the desert tortoise.  

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 

The MBTA (16 U.S.C. §§ 703–712) protects migratory bird species. The substantive provisions 
at 16 U.S.C. § 703 prohibit at any time, using any means or manner, the pursuit, hunting, 
capturing, and killing or the attempt to take, capture, or kill any migratory bird. The MBTA also 
prohibits the possession, sale, export, and import of any migratory bird or any part of a migratory 
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bird, as well as nests and eggs. A list of migratory birds for which this requirement applies is 
found at 50 C.F.R. § 10.13. It is the DON’s position that this act is not legally applicable to DON 
actions; however, the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) recently signed (July 2006) a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
MBTA will continue to be evaluated as a potentially relevant and appropriate requirement for 
DON CERCLA response actions.  

There may be migratory birds at the OU 7 sites. Because the remedial action may potentially 
affect migratory birds as prohibited by the MBTA, substantive provisions at 16 U.S.C. § 703 are 
relevant and appropriate for this ROD. 

Marine Mammal Protection Act 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1361–1421h) prohibits the taking of a marine 
mammal on the high seas or in a harbor or other place under the jurisdiction of the United States.  
It prohibits the possession, transport, and sale of a mammal or marine mammal product, unless 
authorized under law.  The prohibitions that are potentially pertinent to CERCLA actions are at 
16 U.S.C. § 1372(a)(2). 

Activities at the OU 7 site will not impact marine mammals. 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, as Amended 

The purpose of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 
1801–1882) is to conserve and manage the fishery resources found off the coasts of the United 
States, the anadromous species (i.e., fish that live in the sea mostly, but breed in fresh water), and 
the continental shelf fishery resources of the United States.  It establishes a fishery conservation 
zone within which the United States has exclusive fishery management prerogatives. 

Activities at the OU 7 site will not impact fish or fisheries. 

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 

The NWR System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. § 668dd–668ee) and its implementing 
regulations at 50 C.F.R. pts. 25–37 establish wildlife refuges that are maintained for the primary 
purpose of developing a national program of wildlife and ecological conservation and 
rehabilitation.  These refuges are established for the restoration, preservation, development, and 
management of wildlife and wild land habitats; protection and preservation of endangered or 
threatened species and their habitats; and management of wildlife and wild lands to obtain the 
maximum benefit from these resources. 

The OU 7 site is not part of the National Wildlife Refuge System.  Therefore, this ARAR does 
not apply. 

Wilderness Act 

The Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. § 1131) and its accompanying implementing regulations (50 
C.F.R. § 35.1–35.14) create the National Wilderness Preservation System.  The intent of the law 
is to administer and manage units of this system (i.e., wilderness areas) in order to preserve their 
wilderness character and to leave them unimpaired for future use as wilderness. 
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The OU7 site is not part of the National Wilderness Preservation system.  Therefore, this ARAR 
does not apply. 

3.2.4.2. State 
Cal. Fish & Game Code §§1908, 2080, 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 

The following sections of the Cal. Fish & Game Code and/or Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 div. 1 have 
been identified by the state as potential ARARs. 

• Cal. Fish and Game Code §§1908, 2080, 3005, 3511, 3503, 3503.5, 3513, 4800, and 
5000. 

• Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14, §460 

Endangered or Rare Native Plants 

Cal. Fish & Game Code § 1908 states, “No person shall import into this state, or take, possess, or 
sell within this state, except as incident to the possession or sale of the real property on which the 
plant is growing, any native plant, or any part or product thereof, that the commission determines 
to be an endangered native plant or rare native plant.” Cal. Fish & Game Code § 1901 defines 
“native plant” as a plant growing in a wild uncultivated state that is normally found native to the 
plant life of this state. A species, subspecies, or variety is endangered when its prospects of 
survival and reproduction are in immediate jeopardy from one or more causes. A species, 
subspecies, or variety is rare when, although not presently threatened with extinction, it is in such 
small numbers throughout its range that it may become endangered if its present environment 
worsens.  

Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 1908 is not applicable because the United States of America has 
not waived sovereign immunity in the federal Endangered Species Act for this State of California 
requirement. The substantive provisions of Cal. Fish & Game Code § 1908 meet the pertinent 
NCP criteria under 40 C.F.R. § 300.400(g)(2)(vii) and are “relevant and appropriate” to the 
extent that listed endangered or rare native plant species may be present at the site and protection 
of this vulnerable resource allows it to be “used” in the sense that it continues to provide its 
unique value to the State of California. 

The DON accepts Fish & Game Code Section 1908 as a state ARAR subject to the following 
conditions. The State of California, through DFG-OSPR, concurs that this statute addresses 
prohibited conduct but does not provide for or prescribe affirmative measures to avoid a 
"taking." Notwithstanding the absence of specific affirmative measures in the statute, the DON 
will implement reasonable measures to ensure adequate protection of ecological receptors during 
response action construction following issuance of a CERCLA decision document pursuant to 
the DON’s obligations under CERCLA to select removal or remedial actions that are protective 
of human health and the environment (see Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA). The DON will 
coordinate with the State, through DFG-OSPR, prior to implementation of such reasonable 
measures. The DON understands that the State reserves the right to conduct periodic site visits 
during removal or remedial activities to confirm implementation of avoidance measures. 
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California Endangered Species Act 

The California Endangered Species Act is set forth in the Cal. Fish & Game Code §§2050–2116. 
The substantive provisions in Cal. Fish & Game Code § 2080 prohibit the “take” of California 
endangered or threatened species. “Take” is defined in Cal. Fish & Game Code § 86 as "hunt, 
pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.”  

Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 2080 is not applicable because the United States of America has 
not waived sovereign immunity in the federal Endangered Species Act for this State of California 
requirement. There is the potential for state listed threatened species at OU7. The substantive 
provisions of Cal. Fish & Game Code § 2080 meet the pertinent NCP criteria under 40 C.F.R. § 
300.400(g)(2)(vii) and are “relevant and appropriate” because the desert tortoise and Mohave 
ground squirrel may be present at the site and protection of this vulnerable resource allows it to 
be “used” in the sense that it continues to provide its unique value to the State of California. 

The DON accepts Fish & Game Code Section 2080 as a state ARAR subject to the following 
conditions. The State of California, through DFG-OSPR, concurs that this statute addresses 
prohibited conduct but does not provide for or prescribe affirmative measures to avoid a 
"taking." Notwithstanding the absence of specific affirmative measures in the statute, the DON 
will implement reasonable measures to ensure adequate protection of ecological receptors during 
response action construction following issuance of a CERCLA decision document pursuant to 
the DON’s obligations under CERCLA to select removal or remedial actions that are protective 
of human health and the environment (see Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA). The DON will 
coordinate with the State, through DFG-OSPR, prior to implementation of such reasonable 
measures. The DON understands that the State reserves the right to conduct periodic site visits 
during removal or remedial activities to confirm implementation of avoidance measures. 

Fully Protected Species 

Cal. Fish & Game Code § 3511: This section states that fully protected birds or parts thereof may 
not be taken or possessed at any time. The list of fully protected birds includes: American 
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), California brown pelican, California black rail 
(Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus), 
California condor (Gymnogyps californianus), California least tern (Sterna albifrons browni), 
golden eagle, greater sandhill crane (Grus canadensis tabida), light-footed clapper rail (Rallus 
longirostris levipes), southern bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus leucocephalus), trumpeter 
swan (Cygnus buccinator), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and Yuma clapper rail (Rallus 
longirostris yumanensis). 

Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 3511 is not applicable because the United States of America has 
not waived sovereign immunity in the federal Endangered Species Act for this State of California 
requirement. There is the potential for state listed golden eagle species at OU7. The substantive 
provisions of Cal. Fish & Game Code § 3511 meet the pertinent NCP criteria under 40 C.F.R. § 
300.400(g)(2)(vii) and are “relevant and appropriate” because the golden eagle may be present at 
the site and protection of this vulnerable resource allows it to be “used” in the sense that it 
continues to provide its unique value to the State of California. 

The DON accepts Fish & Game Code Section 1908 as a state ARAR subject to the following 
conditions. The State of California, through DFG-OSPR, concurs that this statute addresses 
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prohibited conduct but does not provide for or prescribe affirmative measures to avoid a 
"taking." Notwithstanding the absence of specific affirmative measures in the statute, the DON 
will implement reasonable measures to ensure adequate protection of ecological receptors during 
response action construction following issuance of a CERCLA decision document pursuant to 
the DON’s obligations under CERCLA to select removal or remedial actions that are protective 
of human health and the environment (see Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA). The DON will 
coordinate with the State, through DFG-OSPR, prior to implementation of such reasonable 
measures. The DON understands that the State reserves the right to conduct periodic site visits 
during removal or remedial activities to confirm implementation of avoidance measures. 

Cal. Fish & Game Code §§ 3503.5 and 3513 
The following requirements were identified by the State as potential ARARs. 

• Cal. Fish & Game Code § 3503.5: This section prohibits the take, possession, or 
destruction of any birds in the orders of Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) or 
to take, possess or destroy the nests or eggs of such birds.  

• Cal. Fish & Game Code § 3513: Action must be taken to prevent take of migratory 
nongame birds (as designated in the MBTA). 

The State has withdrawn its previous identification of this requirement as a state ARAR in light 
of DON’s identification of the substantive provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 
as a ‘relevant and appropriate’ federal ARAR for this action. 

Cal. Fish & Game Code § 3005 
It is unlawful to take birds or mammals with any net, pound, cage, trap, set line or wire, or 
poisonous substance, or to possess birds or mammals so taken, whether taken within or without 
this state. 

Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 3005 is not applicable because the United States of America has 
not waived sovereign immunity in the federal Endangered Species Act for this State of California 
requirement. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.400(g)(2) of the NCP, the Navy has determined that 
this requirement is not “relevant and appropriate” because it does not address problems or 
situations sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the release or CERCLA response action 
and is not well-suited to the site based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP. CERCLA response actions are intended to respond to 
releases of hazardous substances in order to protect human health and the environment including 
environmental receptors. In contrast, the purpose of this State requirement is to regulate and set 
forth conditions for the “taking” of the species addressed by those requirements. Moreover, that 
purpose is achieved through the regulation of intentional conduct directed at the species as 
opposed to incidental “take” (or possession, etc.) of species in the course of lawful activity such 
as CERCLA remedial action. The focus on intentional conduct is not well-suited to the 
circumstances at CERCLA sites. In summary, the purposes of this State requirement and the 
actions that it regulates do not include responding to releases of hazardous substances. Therefore, 
it is not “relevant and appropriate” based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP.  
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Although this requirement is not an ARAR, the Navy will coordinate with other natural resource 
trustees throughout the CERCLA remedial action process. The DON’s ecological risk 
assessment process takes into account representative environmental receptors for the site and 
final remediation/cleanup goals will ensure that they are adequately protected from exposure to 
CERCLA hazardous stances that present unacceptable risk. In addition, any species that are 
present and are federal and/or state endangered, threatened, or fully protected species will be 
addressed by ARARs related to those designations.  

For a more detailed explanation of the positions set forth above, see letters in Appendix 2 of this 
Attachment.  

Cal. Fish & Game Code § 3503 
It is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as 
otherwise provided by this code or any regulation made pursuant thereto. 

Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 3503 is not applicable because the United States of America has 
not waived sovereign immunity in the federal Endangered Species Act for this State of California 
requirement. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.400(g)(2) of the NCP, the Navy has determined that 
this requirement is not “relevant and appropriate” because it does not address problems or 
situations sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the release or CERCLA response action 
and is not well-suited to the site based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP. CERCLA response actions are intended to respond to 
releases of hazardous substances in order to protect human health and the environment including 
environmental receptors. In contrast, the purpose of this State requirement is to regulate and set 
forth conditions for the “taking” of the species addressed by those requirements. Moreover, that 
purpose is achieved through the regulation of intentional conduct directed at the species as 
opposed to incidental “take” (or possession, etc.) of species in the course of lawful activity such 
as CERCLA remedial action. The focus on intentional conduct is not well-suited to the 
circumstances at CERCLA sites. In summary, the purposes of this State requirement and the 
actions that it regulates do not include responding to releases of hazardous substances. Therefore, 
it is not “relevant and appropriate” based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP.  

Although this requirement is not an ARAR, the Navy will coordinate with other natural resource 
trustees throughout the CERCLA remedial action process. The DON’s ecological risk 
assessment process takes into account representative environmental receptors for the site and 
final remediation/cleanup goals will ensure that they are adequately protected from exposure to 
CERCLA hazardous stances that present unacceptable risk. In addition, any species that are 
present and are federal and/or state endangered, threatened, or fully protected species will be 
addressed by ARARs related to those designations.  

For a more detailed explanation of the positions set forth above, see letters in Appendix 2 of this 
Attachment.  

Cal. Fish & Game Code § 4800 
It is unlawful to take, injure, possess, transport, import, or sell any mountain lion or any part or 
product thereof. 
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Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 4800 is not applicable because the United States of America has 
not waived sovereign immunity in the federal Endangered Species Act for this State of California 
requirement. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.400(g)(2) of the NCP, the Navy has determined that 
this requirement is not “relevant and appropriate” because it does not address problems or 
situations sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the release or CERCLA response action 
and is not well-suited to the site based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP. CERCLA response actions are intended to respond to 
releases of hazardous substances in order to protect human health and the environment including 
environmental receptors. In contrast, the purpose of this State requirement is to regulate and set 
forth conditions for the “taking” of the species addressed by those requirements. Moreover, that 
purpose is achieved through the regulation of intentional conduct directed at the species as 
opposed to incidental “take” (or possession, etc.) of species in the course of lawful activity such 
as CERCLA remedial action. The focus on intentional conduct is not well-suited to the 
circumstances at CERCLA sites. In summary, the purposes of this State requirement and the 
actions that it regulates do not include responding to releases of hazardous substances. Therefore, 
it is not “relevant and appropriate” based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP.  

Although this requirement is not an ARAR, the Navy will coordinate with other natural resource 
trustees throughout the CERCLA remedial action process. The DON’s ecological risk 
assessment process takes into account representative environmental receptors for the site and 
final remediation/cleanup goals will ensure that they are adequately protected from exposure to 
CERCLA hazardous stances that present unacceptable risk. In addition, any species that are 
present and are federal and/or state endangered, threatened, or fully protected species will be 
addressed by ARARs related to those designations.  

For a more detailed explanation of the positions set forth above, see letters in Appendix 2.  

Cal. Fish & Game Code § 5000 
It is unlawful to sell, purchase, harm, take, possess, or transport any tortoise (Gopherus) or parts 
thereof, or to shoot any projectile at a tortoise.  

Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 5000 is not applicable because the United States of America has 
not waived sovereign immunity in the federal Endangered Species Act for this State of California 
requirement. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.400(g)(2) of the NCP, the Navy has determined that 
this requirement is not “relevant and appropriate” because it does not address problems or 
situations sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the release or CERCLA response action 
and is not well-suited to the site based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP. CERCLA response actions are intended to respond to 
releases of hazardous substances in order to protect human health and the environment including 
environmental receptors. In contrast, the purpose of this State requirement is to regulate and set 
forth conditions for the “taking” of the species addressed by those requirements. Moreover, that 
purpose is achieved through the regulation of intentional conduct directed at the species as 
opposed to incidental “take” (or possession, etc.) of species in the course of lawful activity such 
as CERCLA remedial action. The focus on intentional conduct is not well-suited to the 
circumstances at CERCLA sites. In summary, the purposes of this State requirement and the 
actions that it regulates do not include responding to releases of hazardous substances. Therefore, 
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it is not “relevant and appropriate” based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP.  

Although this requirement is not an ARAR, the Navy will coordinate with other natural resource 
trustees throughout the CERCLA remedial action process. The DON’s ecological risk 
assessment process takes into account representative environmental receptors for the site and 
final remediation/cleanup goals will ensure that they are adequately protected from exposure to 
CERCLA hazardous substances that present unacceptable risk. In addition, any species that are 
present and are federal and/or state endangered, threatened, or fully protected species will be 
addressed by ARARs related to those designations.  

The State does not agree that Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 5000 is not an ARAR. DON will 
undertake measures in order to generally avoid harm to the tortoise when there is a potential they 
will be impacted by the response action. The State DFG-OSPR will not dispute the selected 
remedy for failure to identify Cal. Fish and Game Code §5000 as an ARAR because the DFG-
OSPR has determined that the mutually agreed upon measures to generally avoid harm will 
result in substantive compliance with the state requirement. If the DON and DFG-OSPR cannot 
agree upon measures to generally avoid harm, the DON reserves its rights to reject this 
requirements as an ARAR, and the DFG-OSPR reserves its rights to apply this statute in any 
future decision or any dispute regarding the take-avoidance. 

Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14, § 460 
Fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox, and red fox may not be taken at any time.  

Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14 §460 is not applicable because the United States of America has not 
waived sovereign immunity in the federal Endangered Species Act for this State of California 
requirement. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.400(g)(2) of the NCP, the Navy has determined that 
this requirement is not “relevant and appropriate” because it does not address problems or 
situations sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the release or CERCLA response action 
and is not well-suited to the site based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP. CERCLA response actions are intended to respond to 
releases of hazardous substances in order to protect human health and the environment including 
environmental receptors. In contrast, the purpose of this State requirement is to regulate and set 
forth conditions for the “taking” of the species addressed by those requirements. Moreover, that 
purpose is achieved through the regulation of intentional conduct directed at the species as 
opposed to incidental “take” (or possession, etc.) of species in the course of lawful activity such 
as CERCLA remedial action. The focus on intentional conduct is not well-suited to the 
circumstances at CERCLA sites. In summary, the purposes of this State requirement and the 
actions that it regulates do not include responding to releases of hazardous substances. Therefore, 
it is not “relevant and appropriate” based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP.  

Although this requirement is not an ARAR, the DON will coordinate with other natural resource 
trustees throughout the CERCLA remedial action process. The DON’s ecological risk 
assessment process takes into account representative environmental receptors for the site and 
final remediation/cleanup goals will ensure that they are adequately protected from exposure to 
CERCLA hazardous substances that present unacceptable risk. In addition, any species that are 
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present and are federal and/or state endangered, threatened, or fully protected species will be 
addressed by ARARs related to those designations.  

For a more detailed explanation of the positions set forth above, see letters in Appendix 2 of this 
Attachment.  

3.2.5. Coastal Resources ARARs 
The OU 7 sites do not include coastal resources. 

3.2.6. Geologic Characteristics ARARs 
Geologic resources will not be impacted at the OU 7 sites. 
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SECTION 4. ACTION SPECIFIC ARARS 
Tables 5 and 6 present the federal and state action-specific ARARs for OU 7, respectively. A 
discussion of the requirements determined pertinent to each selected remedy for OU 7 is 
presented below. The selected remedial actions for each OU 7 site are summarized in Table 4-1. 

Table 4-1. SELECTED REMEDIES FOR OU 7  
Site Selected Remedy 

Soil Sites 

CAOC 10  Soil “Hot Spot” Removal and LUCs 

CAOC N-2 Area 1 Soil “Hot Spot” Removal, Surface Vacuuming of Lead Shot and Clay Target 
Material, and LUCs 

CAOC 9.60 

Institutional Controls (Land Use Controls) only 

CAOC 9.68 
CAOC 10.12 
CAOC 10.27 
CAOC 10.35 
CAOC 10.37 
CAOC 10.38/10.39  
Units 1 – 6 and Unit 7 soils 
CAOC 10.3 
CAOC 10.4 
CAOC 10.5 
CAOC 10.49 
CAOC 10.80 
Groundwater Sites 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7  MNA with LUCs 
NPZ-14  MNA with LUCs 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (soil vapor 
and groundwater) MNA with LUCs, SVE of vadose zone soils  

No Further Action Site 
CAOC Y-7 TA-12 No Further Action  

 

4.1. LAND USE CONTROLS (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS)  
The selected remedy of LUCs applies to soil and groundwater at the OU 7 sites. The term “Land 
Use Control” is considered synonymous with the term “Institutional Controls” in this ROD.  

The California Military Environmental Coordination Committee (CMECC) has developed the 
Institutional Control Protocol at Open Bases for application at active military installations 
(CMECC 1998). This protocol is a consensus document that is intended to aid federal and state 
remedial project managers when incorporating institutional controls into CERCLA response 
actions. The committee is made up of Cal/EPA, U.S. EPA, and the DON. The DON has agreed 
that the institutional control protocol for active bases should be followed for sites that require 
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institutional controls as part of their CERCLA response action. Therefore, the Institutional 
Control Protocol at Open Bases is a to-be-considered (TBC) guidance for OU 7 soil sites that 
require institutional controls. 

The Institutional Control Protocol at Open Bases states that the base Master Plan is typically the 
best place to record the institutional controls so as to assure their implementation by the DoD 
installation. The Master Plan establishes land uses for the DoD installation and requirements 
similar to zoning. The Master Plan is used by the installation for evaluating land-use decisions 
and for project planning. Depending on the installation project planning and project approval 
process, other documents or more than one document may be required to include the institutional 
controls to assure adherence to the institutional controls. 

4.2. MONITORED NATURAL ATTENAUTION (MNA) OF 
GROUNDWATER 

MNA of groundwater is the selected remedy for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, site NPZ-14, and 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1. Specifically, the selected remedy of MNA will rely on natural processes to 
reduce groundwater VOC plumes. As part of the selected remedy, LUCs for groundwater use at 
the Nebo Main Base established in the OUs 1 and 2 ROD (DON 1998a) are expanded to 
specifically incorporate the OU 7 groundwater sites. The LUCs will be implemented to prevent 
potential human exposure to contaminants. Monitoring will be conducted to track VOC 
concentrations and migration, and periodic reviews would assess the effectiveness and 
protectiveness of the remedy. 

4.2.1. Federal ARARs  
Monitoring 

Portions of the RCRA groundwater protection standards contained in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22 are 
considered to be relevant and appropriate for groundwater at OU 7 because the hazardous 
constituents being addressed by this action are similar or identical to those found in RCRA 
hazardous wastes. Substantive provisions of the following requirements apply to the 
development and implementation of a groundwater monitoring program: 

• monitoring (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.91[a][1]–[4], and [c]) 

• COCs (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.93) 

• concentration limits (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94[a][1] and [3], [c], [d], and [e]) 

• monitoring points and POCs (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.95[a] and [b]) 

• monitoring parameters (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.98[e][1]–[5], [i], [j], [k][1]–[3], 
[4][A] and [D], [5], [7][C] and [D], [n][1], [2][B], and [C]) 

• statistical method for detecting a release (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.97[b][1][A], 
[b][1][D][1] and [2], [b][4]–[7], [e][6], [12][A] and [B], [13], and [15]) 

• evaluation monitoring (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.99[b], [e][1]–[6], [f][3], and [g]). 

• corrective action monitoring (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.100[d] and [g][1]) 
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Waste Handling and Characterization 

RCRA requirements for identification and management of solid and hazardous wastes are also 
federal action-specific ARARs identified for this alternative type. Soil cuttings and water 
generated in the course of installing and developing monitoring wells would be subject to RCRA 
requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66262.10(a), § 66262.11 and §66264.13(a) and (b) to 
determine whether such wastes should be classified as hazardous and were identified as 
applicable ARARs for characterizing waste prior to off-site disposal. The substantive provisions 
of the following RCRA storage and handling requirements are relevant and appropriate federal 
ARARs for this alternative. 

• Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §66262.34 for accumulating waste: This requirement allows 
accumulation of hazardous waste in containers for up to 90 days as long as waste is 
stored in containers.  

• Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §66264.171–174, .175(a) and (b), .177, and .178 for container 
storage: These requirements include storage and inspection requirements to ensure there 
is not release of hazardous waste. 

• Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §66264.553 (b), (d), (e), and (f) for temporary unit alternatives 
for containers: These requirements allow alternatives to the container storage 
requirements for temporary units. 

4.2.2. State ARARs  
The RWQCB identified the requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27 §20385 to 20430 and Cal. 
Code Regs. tit. 23, §2550.1 to 2550.10 as potential ARARs for groundwater monitoring. In 
general, these regulations are no more stringent than federal ARARs identified at Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 22, §66264.91 to 66264.100. However, the requirements at Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, § 
20415(e)(12)(B) that require sampling shall be scheduled to include the times of expected 
highest and lowest elevations of the potentiometric surface; and at Cal. Code Regs tit. 27, § 
20430(g)(2) and Cal. Code Regs tit. 23, § 2550.10(g)(2) that require eight evenly spaced 
sampling events have been determined to be more stringent than federal ARARs. 

The DON accepts the substantive provisions of the more stringent requirements of Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 27, § 20415(e)(12)(B, and Cal. Code Regs tit. 27, § 20430(g)(2) and Cal. Code Regs 
tit. 23, § 2550.10(g)(2). 

4.3. SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION (SVE) 
The selected remedy for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 includes SVE of the vadose zone soils to prevent 
further contamination of groundwater. SVE will remove VOCs from the vadose zone and 
groundwater by creating a vacuum to induce subsurface air flow through the vadose zone. 
Recovered VOC-laden soil gas would be treated in an aboveground treatment system, typically 
through granular-activated-carbon prior to discharge to the atmosphere in accordance with air 
ARARs. 

The DON typically commits to operate SVE systems to remove VOCs from the vadose zone 
until certain conditions are met. The OUs 1 and 2 ROD Section 2.8.4 (DON 1998b) presents the 
approach at the MCLB Barstow for shutoff of an air-sparge/soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE) 
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system which is directly applicable to the OU 7 response action and is incorporated by reference 
herein. See Section 4.4.2.2 of the ROD for the incorporated SVE system shut-down criteria and 
process. 

4.3.1. Federal ARARs  
Federal laws that give rise to potential ARARs for actions to be undertaken as part of the SVE 
remedy include RCRA and the CAA.  These requirements are described in the following 
subsections.  

RCRA 

Waste streams created in the course of implementing the remedial action would be subject to 
RCRA requirements for determining whether wastes would be classified as hazardous. 
Hazardous waste determinations for the soil cuttings generated from the installation of the 
monitoring wells and the spent carbon generated from the off-gas treatment would be made at 
the time the waste is generated. If these wastes are determined to be hazardous, then the 
appropriate requirements for storing, manifesting, and transporting these materials for final 
disposal would need to be followed. The waste storage and characterization ARARs are called 
out for monitoring in Section 4.3.1. 

The treatment with carbon would be conducted in a tank system similar to a RCRA tank system. 
Therefore, the RCRA tank system requirements were evaluated to determine whether they were 
relevant and appropriate for the groundwater treatment. The substantive provisions of the 
following RCRA tank system requirements may be relevant and appropriate for the storage 
and/or treatment of groundwater: Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, §66264.192(a), (b), (c), (e), (f) and (g); 
66264.193(b), (c), (d), (e); 66264.194(a) and (b); 66264.195(a), (b), and (c); 66264.196(b) except 
(b)(5) and (7); and 66264.197(a) and (b). These requirements include design, secondary 
containment, inspection, and closure requirements. The alternative requirements for tank systems 
for temporary units at §66264.553 may replace the tank system requirements as long as the 
system is protective of human health and the environment.  

Clean Air Act 

Off-gas from the SVE operation would need to comply with the air emissions requirements of 
the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD).  Requirements that have been 
incorporated into the SIP and are therefore considered to be federal ARARs include 

• MDAQMD Rule 442 requires a reduction of air emissions by 65 percent for facilities that 
discharge organic materials into the atmosphere from equipment in which organic 
materials are extracted. Because an SVE system may discharge VOCs into the air, this 
rule is considered applicable to the OU 7 action. 

• MDAQMD Rule 1300 requires a pre-construction review of new or modified facilities to 
ensure that attainment and maintenance of ambient air quality standards are not impeded. 
This rule is considered applicable because MCLB Barstow emissions exceed the offset 
threshold for reactive organic compounds of 25 tons per year.  

• MDAQMD Rule 212 requires that equipment be designed, controlled, or equipped with 
air pollution control equipment so that it will operate without emitting air contaminants in 
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violation of Section 41700 or 41701 of the State Health and Safety Code or of the Mojave 
Desert AQMD rules. Only the substantive portions of this rule are applicable. 

4.3.2. State ARARS 
The state did not identify state requirements for SVE. 

4.4. HOT-SPOT REMOVAL AND SURFACE VACUUMING 
This selected remedy includes excavation of hot spots and off-site disposal of the excavated soil. 
In addition, for CAOC N-2 Area 1, surface vacuuming to remove lead shot will also be 
conducted.  

4.4.1. Federal ARARs 
Federal requirements for excavation and temporary storage of waste, waste handling, and 
characterization are ARARs. In addition, the following requirements were identified for staging 
the waste soil in piles for characterization prior to off-site disposal. 

Staging Piles 

Although the State of California has not promulgated its own regulation for staging piles, it has 
obtained interim authorization by rule under 40 C.F.R. § 271.27(a)(2). In a letter dated March 18, 
2002, the Cal/EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) notified U.S. EPA that 
California intended to adopt the January 22, 2002, amended corrective action management unit 
(CAMU) standards rule. California was authorized under RCRA for the February 16, 1993, 
CAMU rule as required under 40 C.F.R. § 271.27(a)(1) to gain interim authorization for the 2002 
amended rule. Therefore, the amended federal regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 264.554 are state 
regulations. However, since they are federally enforceable as are the other authorized state 
RCRA requirements, they are federal ARARs. 

Regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 264.554 allow relief from land disposal restrictions (LDRs) for 
temporary storage (less than 2 years) of remediation waste on contiguous property. Placing 
hazardous remediation wastes in a staging pile does not trigger LDRs or minimum technology 
requirements (MTR). In addition, physical operations such as mixing, sizing, blending, etc., 
which are intended to prepare wastes for subsequent management or treatment, are allowed to 
occur in staging piles regardless of whether they technically meet the RCRA definition of 
“treatment.” The substantive provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 264.554(d)(1)(i–ii), (d)(2), (e), (f), (h), (i), 
(j), and (k) are ARARs for design, operating, and closure criteria for the staging pile.  

It was determined that the RCRA requirements for staging piles address the medium of concern 
at the site (soil) for waste similar or identical to RCRA hazardous waste. The RCRA 
requirements for staging piles regulate the same activity proposed, temporary storage of soil. 
Based on the above, the substantive staging pile requirements at 40 C.F.R. § 264.554(d)(1)(i–ii), 
(d)(2), (e), (f), (h), (i), (j), and (k) are applicable for hazardous waste and relevant and 
appropriate for waste similar to hazardous waste at OU 7. 

4.4.2. State ARARs 
The substantive provisions of the requirements listed below have been identified as chemical-
specific ARARs for soil at OU 7 sites CAOC N-2 Area 1 and CAOC 10. 
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• Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs., Title 22, Sections 66261.21, 66261.22(a)(1), 
66261.23, 66261.24(a)(1), and 66261.100, are applicable for characterizing waste prior to 
off-site disposal. 

• Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs., Title 22, Section 66264.94(a)(1), (a)(3), (c), 
(d), and (e), are relevant and appropriate for setting cleanup levels for vadose zone soil. 
Under these requirements cleanup to background levels is required unless not 
technologically and economically feasible. If cleanup to background levels is not 
technologically and economically feasible, cleanup to the lowest levels technologically 
and economically feasible is required.  

The low concentrations of soil contaminants, the need to remove vegetation (i.e., habitat) at Sites 
CAOCs 10 and N-2 Area 1 and the broadly distributed nature of the contamination at 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 with desert pavement soil conditions makes cleanup to background 
technologically infeasible. Complete excavation was screened out in the feasibility study. 
Targeted soil “hot spot” removal was selected as the action remedy for sites CAOC N-2 Area 1 
and CAOC 10 with the addition of surface vacuuming to remove lead shot at CAOC N-2 Area 1. 
The hot spot removal will meet risk-based RAOs. 

• Substantive provisions of the Toxic Substances Control Act at 40 CFR, Section 761.61 
(c) the risk-based option, are relevant and appropriate for soil at CAOC N-2 Area 1. 

The substantive provisions of the requirements listed below have been identified as state 
chemical-specific ARARs for OU 7 sites CAOC N-2 Area 1 and CAOC 10. 

• Substantive provisions at Cal. Code Regs. Title 22 § 66261.3(a)(2)(C) or 
66261.3(a)(2)(F), 66261.22(a)(3) and (4), 66261.24(a)(2)–(a)(8), 66261.101(a)(1) and 
(a)(2). 
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Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationb	 ARAR	
Determination	 Comments	

GROUNDWATER 

Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C., ch. 6A, § 300[f]–300[j]‐26)c 

National primary drinking water standards are 
health‐based standards for public water systems 
(MCLs). 

Public water system.  40 C.F.R. § 141.61(a)   Relevant and 
appropriate 

Relevant and appropriate for TCE for 
the OU7 sites. Relevant and appropriate 
for PCE at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C., ch. 82, §§ 6901–6991[i])c 

Defines RCRA hazardous waste.  A solid waste is 
characterized as toxic, based on the TCLP, if the 
waste exceeds the TCLP maximum concentrations. 

Waste.  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§  66261.21, 
66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 
66261.24(a)(1), and 
66261.100 

Applicable  Applicable for characterizing waste 
generated on site during groundwater 
remedial actions. 

Groundwater protection standards: 
Owners/operators of RCRA treatment, storage, or 
disposal facilities must comply with conditions in 
this section that are designed to ensure that 
hazardous constituents entering the groundwater 
from a regulated unit do not exceed the 
concentration limits for contaminants of concern 
set forth under Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 22, § 66264.94 
in the uppermost aquifer underlying the waste 
management area of concern at the POC. 

A regulated unit that receives or 
has received hazardous waste 
before 26 July 1982 or regulated 
units that ceased receiving 
hazardous waste prior to 26 July 
1982 where constituents in or 
derived from the waste may 
pose a threat to human health 
or the environment. 

Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 22, § 
66264.94, except 
66264.94(a)(2) and 
66264.94(b)  

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Not applicable since the OU7 sites are 
not waste management units. However, 
because the remedial action is similar to 
a corrective action and the constituents 
at the sites are similar to hazardous 
waste, the substantive provisions of the 
groundwater protection standard cited 
are relevant and appropriate for the 
groundwater monitoring and for setting 
remedial goals. 

The POC is a vertical surface located at the 
hydraulically downgradient limit of the waste 
management area that extends through the 
uppermost aquifer underlying the regulated unit. 

Hazardous waste treatment or 
disposal. 

Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 22, § 
66264.95 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions may be relevant 
and appropriate for setting cleanup 
goals where OU7 sites have waste left in 
place. 
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SOIL 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C., ch. 82, §§ 6901–6991[i])c 

Defines RCRA hazardous waste.  A solid waste is 
characterized as toxic, based on the TCLP, if the 
waste exceeds the TCLP maximum concentrations. 

Waste.  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66261.21, 
66261.22(a)(1), 66261.23, 
66261.24(a)(1), and 
66261.100 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions may be relevant 
and appropriate for characterizing waste 
generated during the remedial action. 

Groundwater Protection Standards: requirements to 
ensure that hazardous constituents entering the 
groundwater from a regulated unit do not exceed the 
concentration limits for contaminants of concern in 
the uppermost aquifer underlying the waste 
management area of concern at the POC. 

A regulated unit that receives or 
has received hazardous waste 
before 26 July 1982 or regulated 
units that ceased receiving 
hazardous waste prior to 26 July 
1982 where constituents in or 
derived from the waste may 
pose a threat to human health 
or the environment. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, 
§ 66264.94(a)(1) and (3), 
(c), (d), and (e) 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions may be relevant 
and appropriate for setting cleanup 
levels in the vadose zone 

Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C., ch. 53, §§ 2601–2692)c     

Regulates storage and disposal of PCB remediation 
waste. There are three options:  a) self‐
implementing on‐site cleanup and disposal; b) 
performance‐based disposal using existing 
approved disposal technologies; and c) risk‐based 
disposal. 

Soils, debris, sludge, or dredged 
materials contaminated with 
PCBs at concentrations greater 
than 50 ppm. 

40 C.F.R. § 761.61(a)(4), 
(b), and (c) 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for CAOC N‐2 Area 1 for the 
PCB cleanup. 
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Notes: 
a  many action‐specific ARARs contain chemical‐specific limitations and are addressed in the action‐specific ARAR tables 
b  only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 

ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
CAOC –CERCLA Area of Concern 
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations 
C.F.R. – Code of Federal Regulations 
ch. – chapter 
DON – Department of the Navy 
MCL – maximum contaminant level 
MCLG – maximum contaminant level goal 
NAAQS – National Ambient Air Quality Standards (primary and secondary) 
OU – operable unit 
PCB – polychlorinated biphenyl 
PCE – tetrachloroethene  
POC – point of compliance 
ppm – parts per million 
RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
§ – section 
TCE ‐ trichloroethene 
TCLP – toxicity characteristic leaching procedure 
tit. – title 
U.S.C. – United States Code 
U.S. EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
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Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationb	 ARAR	
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GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER 

Cal/EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Definition of “non‐RCRA hazardous waste.”  Waste.  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 
66261.3(a)(2)(C) or 
66261.3(a)(2)(F), 
66261.22(a)(3) and (4), 
66261.24(a)(2)–(a)(8), 
66261.101(a)(1) and (a)(2) 

Applicable  Applicable for determining whether a waste 
generated is a non‐RCRA hazardous waste for 
characterization prior to offsite disposal. 

GROUNDWATER, SURFACE WATER, SOIL, AND SEDIMENTS 

State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards     

Authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCB to establish in 
water quality control plans beneficial uses and 
numerical and narrative standards to protect both 
surface water and groundwater quality.  
Authorizes regional water boards to issue permits 
for discharges to land or surface or groundwater 
that could affect water  

  Cal. Water Code, div. 7, 
§§ 13241, 13243, 13263(a), 
13269, and 13360 (Porter‐
Cologne Act) 

Applicable  The DON accepts the substantive provisions of 
§§ 13241, 13243, 13263(a), 13269, and 13360 
of the Porter‐Cologne Act enabling legislation, 
as implemented through the beneficial uses, 
WQOs, waste discharge requirements, 
promulgated policies of the Basin Plan for the 
Lahontan Region, as ARARs.   

Describes the water basins in Lahontan Region, 
establishes beneficial uses of groundwater and 
surface water, establishes WQOs, including 
narrative and numerical standards, establishes 
implementation plans to meet WQOs and protect 
beneficial uses, and incorporates statewide water 
quality control plans and policies. 

  Water Quality Control Plan 
for the Lahontan Region  
(Basin Plan) (Cal. Water 
Code § 13240) Chapters 2,3 
and 4 

Applicable  Substantive requirements pertaining to 
beneficial uses, WQOs, and certain statewide 
water quality control plans are ARARs for the 
groundwater components of this response 
action. 

Establishes the policy that high‐quality waters of 
the state “shall be maintained to the maximum 
extent possible” consistent with the “maximum 
benefit to the people of the State.”  It provides 
that whenever the existing quality of water is 

  Statement of Policy With 
Respect to Maintaining High 
Quality of Waters in 
California, SWRCB Res. 68‐
16 

Not an ARAR  The State and DON do not agree on the ARARs 
status of this requirement. See Attachment 1 
Section 2.2.1.2 for discussion. 
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Determination	 Comments	

better than that required by applicable water 
quality policies, such existing high‐quality water 
will be maintained until it has been demonstrated 
to the state that any change will be consistent with 
maximum benefit to the people of the state, will 
not unreasonably affect present and anticipated 
beneficial use of such water, and will not result in 
water quality less than that prescribed in the 
policies.  It also states that any activity that 
produces or may produce a waste or increased 
volume or concentration of waste and that 
discharges or proposes to discharge to existing 
high‐quality waters will be required to meet waste‐
discharge requirements that will result in the best 
practicable treatment or control of the discharge. 

Describes requirements for RWQCB oversight of 
investigation and cleanup and abatement activities 
resulting from discharges of hazardous substances.  
RWQCB may decide on cleanup and abatement 
goals and objectives for the protection of water 
quality and beneficial uses of water within each 
region.  Establishes criteria for “containment 
zones” where cleanup to established water‐quality 
goals is not economically or technically practicable. 

  Policies and procedures for 
investigation and cleanup 
and abatement of 
discharges under Cal. Water 
Code § 13304, SWRCB 
Res. 92‐49 

Not an ARAR  The state and DON do not agree on the ARAR 
status of this requirement. See Attachment 1, 
Section 2.2.1.2 for discussion. 

Incorporated into all regional board basin plans. 
Designates all groundwater and surface waters of 
the state as drinking water except where the TDS is 
greater than 3,000 ppm, the well yield is less than 
200 gpd from a single well, the water is a 
geothermal resource or in a water conveyance 
facility, or the water cannot reasonably be treated 
for domestic use using either best management 

  SWRCB Res. 88‐63 (Sources 
of Drinking Water Policy) 

Applicable  Substantive provisions are applicable for 
determining groundwater as a potential 
drinking water source for identifying state 
ARARs associated with drinking water. 
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STATE	CHEMICAL‐SPECIFICa	ARARs	BY	MEDIUM	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationb	 ARAR	
Determination	 Comments	

practices or best economically achievable 
treatment practices. 

Establishes concentration limits for cleanup 
actions, including groundwater, surface water, and 
the unsaturated zones for other than hazardous 
waste at background.  Allows a higher cleanup 
limit (but not to exceed MCLs) if background is not 
technically or economically achievable. 

  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, § 
20400(a), (c), (d), (e), and 
(g) 

Not an ARAR  Not more stringent than federal regulations at 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.94.  See 
Attachment 1, Section 2.2.1.2 for additional 
discussion.  

Definitions of designated waste, nonhazardous 
waste, and inert waste. 

  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, 
§ 20210 

Applicable  Substantive provisions are ARARs for 
characterizing waste generated prior to offsite 
disposal. 

AIR 

A person shall not discharge from any source 
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or 
other material which cause injury, detriment, 
nuisance or annoyance to any considerable 
number of persons or to the public, or which 
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of 
any such persons or the public, or which cause, or 
have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage 
to business or property. 

  MDAQMD Rule 402  Not an ARAR  Not an ARAR. See Attachment 1, Section 
2.2.3.2 for discussion. 
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TABLE	2	

STATE	CHEMICAL‐SPECIFICa	ARARs	BY	MEDIUM	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationb	 ARAR	
Determination	 Comments	

A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of 
fugitive dust from any transport, handling, 
construction or storage activity so that the 
presence of such dust remains visible in the 
atmosphere beyond the property line of the 
emission source. 
A person shall take every reasonable precaution to 
minimize fugitive dust emissions from wrecking, 
excavation, grading, clearing of land and solid 
waste disposal operations. A person shall not 
cause or allow particulate matter to exceed 100 
micrograms per cubic meter when determined as 
the difference between upwind and downwind 
samples collected on high volume samplers at the 
property line for a minimum of five hours. 
A person shall take every reasonable precaution to 
prevent visible particulate matter from being 
deposited upon public roadways as a direct result 
of their operations. Reasonable precautions shall 
include, but are not limited to, the removal of 
particulate matter from equipment prior to 
movement on paved streets or the prompt 
removal of any material from paved streets onto 
which such material has been deposited. 

The visible emissions and 
numeric emissions 
requirements above shall 
not be applicable when 
the wind speed 
instantaneously exceeds 
40 kilometers (25 miles) 
per hour, or when the 
average wind speed is 
greater than 24 
kilometers (15 miles) per 
hour. The average wind 
speed determination shall 
be on a 15 minute 
average at the nearest 
official air‐monitoring 
station or by wind 
instrument located at the 
site being checked. 

MDAQMD Rule 403 (a) – (e)  Applicable  Substantive provisions are applicable for dust 
emissions during the soil disturbing actions. 

Notes: 
a  many action‐specific ARARs contain chemical‐specific limitations and are addressed in the action‐specific ARAR tables 
b  only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 
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TABLE	2	

STATE	CHEMICAL‐SPECIFICa	ARARs	BY	MEDIUM	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 

§ – section 
ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
Basin Plan – Water Quality Control Plan (RWQCB Region) Basin 
Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations 
Cal. Water Code – California Water Code 
Cal/EPA – California Environmental Protection Agency 
CERCLA – Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
div. – division 
DON – Department of the Navy 
gpd – gallons per day 
MCL – maximum contaminant level 
OU – operable unit 
Porter‐Cologne Act – Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
ppm – parts per million 
RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Res. – Resolution 
RWQCB – (California) Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SWRCB – (California) State Water Resources Control Board 
TDS – total dissolved solids 
tit. – title 
WQO – water quality objective 
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STATE	CHEMICAL‐SPECIFICa	ARARs	BY	MEDIUM	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
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TABLE	3	

FEDERAL	LOCATION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Location	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationa	 ARAR	
Determination	 Comments	

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 469–469c‐1)b 

Within area where action 
may cause irreparable 
harm, loss, or destruction 
of significant artifacts 

Construction on previously undisturbed 
land would require an archaeological 
survey of the area.  Data recovery and 
preservation would be required if 
significant archaeological or historical 
data were found on‐site.  The 
responsible official or Secretary of the 
Interior is authorized to undertake data 
recovery and preservation. 

Regulated alteration of 
terrain caused as a result 
of a federal construction 
project or federally 
licensed activity or 
program where action may 
cause irreparable harm, 
loss, or destruction of 
significant artifacts. 

16 U.S.C. § 469–
469c‐1 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

OU7 areas where excavation is 
proposed or wells may be installed in 
previously undisturbed areas may 
require a survey for archaeological 
resources. 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as Amended (16 U.S.C. § 470aa–470mm)b 

Archaeological resources 
on federal land 

Prohibits unauthorized excavation, 
removal, damage, alteration, or 
defacement of archaeological 
resources located on public lands 
unless such action is conducted 
pursuant to a permit. 

Archaeological resources 
on federal land. 

Pub. L. No. 96‐95
16 U.S.C. 
§ 470aa–470mm 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

If a survey of previously undisturbed 
areas reveals archaeological 
resources, the substantive provisions 
of this requirement may be relevant 
and appropriate. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1543)b 

Location where 
endangered or threatened 
species are present or 
location designated as 
critical habitat. 

Federal agencies may not jeopardize 
the continued existence of any listed 
species or cause the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical 
habitat.   

Presence of endangered 
species, listed species, or 
critical habitat. 

16 U.S.C. §§ 
1531–1543 

Applicable  The substantive provisions of these 
requirements are ARARs for the 
desert tortoise, a threatened species, 
and the Lane Mountain milk vetch, 
an endangered species. However, 
the base has existing fencing and 
other controls in place to prevent the 
tortoise from the OU7 sites. If there 
is work beyond the controlled areas, 
measures will be taken to protect 
the tortoise.   
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TABLE	3	

FEDERAL	LOCATION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Location	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationa	 ARAR	
Determination	 Comments	

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 703–712)b 

Migratory bird area  Protects almost all species of native 
migratory birds in the U.S. from 
unregulated “take,” which can include 
poisoning at hazardous waste sites. 

Presence of migratory 
birds. 

16 U.S.C. § 703  Relevant and 
appropriate  

Substantive provisions are relevant 
and appropriate for migratory birds 
that may occur on OU7 sites. 

Notes: 
a  only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 
b  statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; listing the statutes and policies does not indicate 

that the DON accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are 
considered ARARs 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 

ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
DON – Department of the Navy 
OU – operable unit 
§ – section 
U.S. – United States 
U.S.C. – United States Code 
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TABLE	4	

STATE	LOCATION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Location	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationa	 ARAR	
Determination	 Comments	

California Endangered Species Act (Cal. Fish & Game Code §§ 2050–2116)b 

Area used by endangered 
or threatened species 

No person shall take any endangered or 
threatened species. 

Threatened or endangered 
species are present.   

Cal. Fish & Game 
Code §2080 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions of this 
requirement are relevant and 
appropriate. The desert tortoise and 
the Mohave ground squirrel are 
threatened species that may be 
present at the site. These species are 
protected under Cal. Fish & Game 
Code Section 2080. 

Area used by endangered, 
threatened species 

The department may authorize, by 
permit, the take of endangered species, 
threatened species, and candidate 
species if the take is incidental to an 
otherwise lawful activity and the impacts 
are minimized and fully mitigated.  

Potential for incidental 
take of endangered, 
threatened, or candidate 
species.   

Cal. Fish & Game 
Code §2081(b) 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Pursuant to CERCLA § 121 (e) (42 
U.S.C. Section 9621 [e]), on‐site 
response actions are exempt from 
permit requirements.  The 
substantive provisions of this 
requirement are relevant and 
appropriate.   

California Fish & Game Code 

Area with rare or 
endangered native plants 

No person shall take, possess, or sell 
within this state, except as incident to 
the possession or sale of the real 
property on which the plant is growing, 
any native plant, or any part or product 
thereof, which the commission 
determines to be an endangered native 
plant or rare native plant. 

Endangered or rare native 
plant species must be 
present at site. 

Cal. Fish & Game 
Code §1908 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions of this 
requirement are relevant and 
appropriate to the extent that listed 
endangered or rare native species 
are present at the site.  
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STATE	LOCATION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Location	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationa	 ARAR	
Determination	 Comments	

Area used by fully 
protected  birds 

Fully protected birds may not be taken at 
any time. 

A fully protected species 
must be potentially 
affected. See Section 
C3.2.2.2 for list. 

Cal. Fish & Game 
Code § 3511 

Relevant and 
appropriate 

Substantive provisions of this 
requirement are relevant and 
appropriate. The golden eagle is 
species that may be present at OU7. 
These species are protected under 
Cal. Fish & Game Code Section 3511. 

Area with fisher, marten, 
river otter, desert kit fox, 
and red fox 

Fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox, 
and red fox may not be taken at any 
time. 

A fisher, marten, river 
otter, desert kit fox, or red 
fox must be potentially 
harmed. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 14, § 460 

Not an ARAR  The State and DON disagree 
regarding the ARAR status of this 
regulation. See Attachment 1, 
Section 3.2.2.2.  

Area with birds or 
mammals 

It is unlawful to take birds or mammals 
with any net, pound, cage, trap, set line 
or wire, or poisonous substance, or to 
possess birds or mammals so taken, 
whether taken within or without this 
state. 

  Cal. Fish & Game 
Code §3005  

Not an ARAR  The State and DON disagree 
regarding the ARAR status of this 
regulation.  See Attachment 1, 
Section 3.2.2.2.   

Area with bird nest or eggs  It is unlawful to take, possess, or 
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of 
any bird, except as otherwise provided by 
this code or any regulation made 
pursuant thereto. 

Bird nests or eggs on‐site.  Cal. Fish & Game 
Code § 3503 
 

Not an ARAR  The State and DON disagree 
regarding the ARAR status of this 
regulation.  See  Attachment 1, 
Section 3.2.2.2.   

Area with Falconiformes or 
Strigiformes 

It is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy 
any birds in the orders Falconiformes or 
Strigiformes (birds‐of‐prey) or to take, 
possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of 
any such bird. 

Falconiformes or 
Strigiformes birds on‐site. 

Cal. Fish & Game 
Code § 3503.5  

Not an ARAR  The State withdraws its previous 
identification of this requirement as a 
potential state ARAR in light of DON’s 
identification of the substantive 
provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) as a ‘relevant and 
appropriate’ federal ARAR for this 
action.   
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STATE	LOCATION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Location	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citationa	 ARAR	
Determination	 Comments	

Area with migratory 
nongame birds 

Action must be taken to prevent take of 
migratory nongame birds (as designated 
in the MBTA). 

Migratory nongame birds.  Cal. Fish & Game 
Code § 3513 

Not an ARAR  The State withdraws its previous 
identification of this requirement as a 
potential state ARAR in light of DON’s 
identification of the substantive 
provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) as a ‘relevant and 
appropriate’ federal ARAR for this 
action.   

Area with mountain lion  It is unlawful to take, injure, possess, 
transport, import, or sell any mountain 
lion or any part or product thereof. 

A mountain lion must be 
potentially affected by the 
response action. 

Cal. Fish & Game 
Code § 4800 

Not an ARAR  The State and DON disagree 
regarding the ARAR status of this 
regulation.  See Attachment 1, 
Section 3.2.2.2.   

Desert Tortoise  It is unlawful to sell, purchase, harm, 
take, possess, or 
transport any tortoise (Gopherus) or 
parts thereof, or to shoot any 
projectile at a tortoise (Gopherus). 

  Cal. Fish and 
Game Code § 
5000 

Not an ARAR  The State and DON disagree 
regarding the ARAR status of this 
regulation.  See Attachment 1, 
Section 3.2.2.2.   
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STATE	LOCATION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Notes: 
a  only the substantive provisions of the requirements cited in this table are ARARs 
b  statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; listing the statutes and policies does not indicate 

that the DON accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific citations are 
considered ARARs 

 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 

§ – section 
ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations 
CERCLA – Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
DON – Department of the Navy 
MBTA – Migratory Bird Treaty Act  
tit. – title 
U.S.C. ‐ United States Code 
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TABLE	5	

FEDERAL	ACTION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 

Selected	Remedies:	S1	‐	No	Further	Action,	S2	–LUCs;	S3	–	Hotspot	Excavation	with	Offsite	disposal	(CAOC	10)	and	Hotspot	Excavation	&	Surface	
Vacuuming	with	Offsite	disposal	(CAOC	N‐2	Area	1);	G2	–	MNA	with	AS/SVE	Contingency	plus	SVE	of	CAOC	7	Stratum	1	Soils	&	Waste	

Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 6901–6991[i])* 

On‐site waste 
generation 

Person who generates waste shall 
determine if that waste is a hazardous 
waste. 

Generator of waste.  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
22, § 66262.10(a), 
66262.11 

S3  G2    Applicable for any operation where 
hazardous waste is generated.  There is a 
potential for soil hotspots to be hazardous. 
The groundwater is not expected to be 
hazardous waste based on monitoring data. 
However, since the constituents are similar, 
these requirements were determined to be 
relevant and appropriate for groundwater 
waste. 

  Requirements for analyzing waste for 
determining whether waste is hazardous.

Generator of waste.  Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
22, § 66264.13(a) 
and (b) 

S2  G2    Applicable for any operation where 
hazardous waste is generated.  There is a 
potential for soil hotspots to be hazardous. 
The groundwater is not expected to be 
hazardous waste based on monitoring data. 
However, since the constituents are similar, 
these requirements were determined to be 
relevant and appropriate for groundwater 
waste. 

Hazardous 
waste 
accumulation 

On‐site hazardous waste accumulation is 
allowed for up to 90 days as long as the 
waste is stored in containers in 
accordance with § 66262.171–178 or in 
tanks, on drip pads, inside buildings, is 
labeled and dated, etc. 

Accumulate hazardous 
waste. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
22, § 66262.34 

S2  G2    Applicable for any operation where 
hazardous waste is generated.  There is a 
potential for soil hotspots to be hazardous. 
The groundwater is not expected to be 
hazardous waste based on monitoring data. 
However, since the constituents are similar 
these requirements were determined to be 
relevant and appropriate for groundwater 
waste. 
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FEDERAL	ACTION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 

Selected	Remedies:	S1	‐	No	Further	Action,	S2	–LUCs;	S3	–	Hotspot	Excavation	with	Offsite	disposal	(CAOC	10)	and	Hotspot	Excavation	&	Surface	
Vacuuming	with	Offsite	disposal	(CAOC	N‐2	Area	1);	G2	–	MNA	with	AS/SVE	Contingency	plus	SVE	of	CAOC	7	Stratum	1	Soils	&	Waste	

Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

Container 
storage 

Containers of RCRA hazardous waste 
must be: 
 maintained in good condition, 
 compatible with hazardous waste to 

be stored, and 
 closed during storage except to add or 

remove waste. 

Storage of RCRA 
hazardous waste not 
meeting small‐quantity 
generator criteria before 
treatment, disposal, or 
storage elsewhere, in a 
container. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.171, 
66264.172, and 
66264.173 

S2  G2    Substantive provisions are applicable for 
excavated soil that meets RCRA hazardous 
waste criteria staged prior to offsite 
disposal. Relevant and appropriate for 
waste soil and groundwater generated that 
does not meet the RCRA hazardous waste 
definition but is similar to hazardous waste. 

  Inspect container storage areas weekly 
for deterioration. 

  Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.174 

S2  G2    Substantive provisions are applicable for 
excavated soil that meets RCRA hazardous 
waste criteria staged prior to offsite 
disposal. Relevant and appropriate for 
waste soil and groundwater generated that 
does not meet the RCRA hazardous waste 
definition but is similar to hazardous waste. 

  Place containers on a sloped, crack‐free 
base, and protect from contact with 
accumulated liquid.  Provide 
containment system with a capacity of 
10 percent of the volume of containers 
of free liquids.  Remove spilled or leaked 
waste in a timely manner to prevent 
overflow of the containment system. 

Storage in a container of 
RCRA hazardous waste 
not meeting small‐
quantity generator 
criteria before treatment, 
disposal, or storage 
elsewhere. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.175(a) and 
(b) 

S2  G2    Substantive provisions are applicable for 
excavated soil that meets RCRA hazardous 
waste criteria staged prior to offsite 
disposal. Relevant and appropriate for 
waste soil and groundwater generated that 
does not meet the RCRA hazardous waste 
definition but is similar to hazardous waste. 

  Keep incompatible materials separate.  
Separate incompatible materials stored 
near each other by a dike or other 
barrier. 

  Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.177 

S2  G2    Substantive provisions are applicable for 
excavated soil that meets RCRA hazardous 
waste criteria staged prior to offsite 
disposal. Relevant and appropriate for 
waste soil and groundwater generated that 
does not meet the RCRA hazardous waste 
definition but is similar to hazardous waste. 
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Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

Container 
storage 
(continued) 

At closure, remove all hazardous waste 
and residues from the containment 
system, and decontaminate or remove 
all containers and liners. 

  Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.178 

S2  G2    Substantive provisions are applicable for 
excavated soil that meets RCRA hazardous 
waste criteria staged prior to offsite 
disposal. Relevant and appropriate for 
waste soil and groundwater generated that 
does not meet the RCRA hazardous waste 
definition but is similar to hazardous waste. 

Use of tank 
systems 

Requirements for the design and 
installation of new tank systems 
including strength, tightness testing, 
damage control, support, corrosion 
control, etc. 

Tank systems for 
transferring, storing, or 
treating hazardous waste.

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.192(a), 
(b), (c), (e), (f), and 
(g) 

  G2    Relevant and appropriate for the extracted 
vapor treatment system. 

Use of tanks or 
piping 

Requirements for secondary 
containment of tank systems. 

Tank systems for 
transferring, storing, or 
treating hazardous waste.

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.193(b), (c), 
(d), and (e) 

  G2    Relevant and appropriate for the extracted 
vapor treatment system.. 

  Requirements for secondary 
containment of ancillary equipment. 

Tank systems for 
transferring, storing, or 
treating hazardous waste.

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.193(f) 

  G2    Relevant and appropriate for the extracted 
vapor treatment system.. 

Use of tank 
systems 

Requirements for operation of tank 
systems including spill prevention and 
prohibitions of material that could  
cause failure. 

Tank systems for 
transferring, storing, or 
treating hazardous waste.

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.194(a) and 
(b) 

  G2    Relevant and appropriate for the extracted 
vapor treatment system. 

  Requirements for inspection of tank 
systems including inspection of overflow 
protection, corrosion, release, detection 
equipment, and cathodic protection. 

Tank systems for 
transferring, storing, or 
treating hazardous waste.

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.195(a), 
(b), and (c) 

  G2    Relevant and appropriate for the extracted 
vapor treatment system. 
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Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

  Requirements for response to leaks and 
spills from tank systems including 
removal of system from use if 
appropriate, containment, cleanup, 
emergency procedures, etc. 

Tank systems for 
transferring, storing, or 
treating hazardous waste.

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.196(b) 
except (b)(5) and 
(b)(7) 

  G2    Relevant and appropriate for the extracted 
vapor treatment system. 

  Requirements for closure and post‐
closure care of tank systems 
decontamination, clean closure and 
leaving waste in place at closure. 

Tank systems for 
transferring, storing, or 
treating hazardous waste.

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.197(a) and 
(b) 

  G2    Relevant and appropriate for the extracted 
vapor treatment system. 

Staging pile  Staging piles need to follow the federal 
requirements at 40 C.F.R. § 264.554. 

RCRA or non‐RCRA 
hazardous waste stored 
temporarily. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
22, § 66264.552(f) 

      Not an ARAR in itself. It cites another 
federal requirement identified as an ARAR 
below. 

Temporary unit  Alternative requirements that are 
protective of human health or the 
environment may replace design, 
operating, or closure standards for 
temporary tanks and container storage 
areas. 

  Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.553(b), 
(d), (e), and (f) 

S2  G2    Substantive provisions are ARARs for 
temporary storage or treatment of 
generated waste in containers or tanks.  

Staging pile  Allows generators to accumulate solid 
remediation waste in a U.S. EPA‐
designated pile for storage only, up to 2 
years, during remedial operations 
without triggering LDRs. 

Hazardous remediation 
waste temporarily stored 
in piles. 

40 C.F.R. 
§ 264.554(d)(1)(i–ii) 
and (d)(2), (e), (f), 
(h), (i), (j), and (k) 

S2      Substantive provisions are applicable for 
excavated soil that meets RCRA hazardous 
waste criteria staged prior to offsite 
disposal. Relevant and appropriate for 
waste soil generated that does not meet 
the RCRA hazardous waste definition but is 
similar to hazardous waste. 
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Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

Closure of 
staging pile 

At closure, owner shall remove or 
decontaminate all waste residues, 
contaminated containment system 
components, contaminated subsoils, and 
structures and equipment contaminated 
with waste and leachate, and manage 
them as hazardous waste. 

Staging pile used to 
temporarily store or treat 
waste. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.258(a) 

  S3    Substantive provisions are applicable for 
excavated soil that meets RCRA hazardous 
waste criteria staged prior to offsite 
disposal. Relevant and appropriate for 
waste soil generated that does not meet 
the RCRA hazardous waste definition but is 
similar to hazardous waste.  

Closure with 
postclosure 
care 

Postclosure care, after completion of 
closure of the unit and continuing for 
30 years after that date, shall consist of 
at least the following: 

(A) monitoring and reporting in 
accordance with the requirements of 
articles 6, 11, 12, 13, and 14 of this 
chapter; and (B) maintenance and 
monitoring of waste containment 
systems in accordance with the 
requirements of articles 6, 11, 12, 13, 
and 14 of this chapter.  

Any time during the postclosure period, 
(A) shorten the postclosure care period, 
or (B) extend the postclosure care 
period, based on whether the 
postclosure period is sufficient to protect 
human health and the environment. 

RCRA‐permitted land‐
based unit containing 
hazardous waste. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.117 
(b)(1) and (2) 

S2  Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for waste left in place. 
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Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

Monitoring  The RCRA monitoring regulations apply 
during the active life of the regulated 
unit (including the closure period).  After 
closure of the regulated unit, the 
regulations in this article apply during 
the postclosure care period under Cal. 
Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.117 of article 
7 of this chapter and during any 
compliance period under Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.96 unless:  (1) the 
regulated unit has been in compliance 
with the water quality protection 
standard for a period of 3 consecutive 
years; and (2) all waste, waste residues, 
contaminated containment system 
components, contaminated subsoils, and 
all other contaminated geologic 
materials are removed or 
decontaminated at closure. 

Surface impoundment, 
waste pile, land 
treatment unit, or landfill 
for which constituents in 
or derived from waste in 
the unit may pose a 
threat to human health 
or the environment. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.90(c) 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater monitoring. 

 Owners/operators of a RCRA surface 
impoundment, waste pile, land 
treatment unit, or landfill shall conduct a 
monitoring and response program for 
each regulated unit. 

Surface impoundment, 
waste pile, land 
treatment unit, or landfill 
for which constituents in 
or derived from waste in 
the unit may pose a 
threat to human health 
or the environment. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.91(a)(1)– 
(4) and (c), except 
as it cross‐
references permit 
requirements 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater monitoring. 
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Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

Monitoring 
constituents of 
concern 

Constituents of concern are the waste 
constituents, reaction products, and 
hazardous constituents that are 
reasonably expected to be in or derived 
from waste contained in the regulated 
unit. 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.93 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater monitoring. 

Monitoring  The point of compliance is a vertical 
surface, located at the hydraulically 
downgradient limit of the waste 
management area that extends through 
the uppermost aquifer underlying the 
regulated unit. 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.95(a) and 
(b) 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater monitoring. 

  Requirements for monitoring 
groundwater, surface water, and the 
vadose zone. 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 66264.97 
[b][1][A], [b][1][B] 
and [C], [b][4‐7], 
[d], [e][6], [12][A] 
and [B], [13], 
and [15] 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater monitoring. 

  Requirements for a detection monitoring 
program. 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.98(e)(1‐5), 
(i), (j), (k)(1‐3), 
(4)(A) and (D),(5), 
(7)(C) and 
(D),(n)(1),(2)(B), 
and (C) 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for waste left in place. 
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Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

  Requirements for an evaluation 
monitoring program. 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 2, § 6264.99(b), 
(e)(1)–(6), (f)(3), 
and (g) 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for waste left in place. 

Corrective 
action 
monitoring 

The owner or operator shall establish 
and implement, in conjunction with the 
corrective action measures, a water 
quality monitoring program that will 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
corrective action program and be 
effective in determining compliance with 
the water quality protection standard 
and in determining the success of the 
corrective action measures under 
subsection (c) of this section. 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.100(d) 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for waste left in place. 

  The corrective action program is 
complete when compliance with the 
water quality standard is demonstrated 
based on the results of sampling and 
analysis for all constituents of concern 
for a period of 1 year. 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, or 
disposal facility. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, 
§ 66264.100(g)(1) 

  G2    Substantive provisions are relevant and 
appropriate for waste left in place. 

Discharge of 
organic 
solvents to the 
atmosphere 

Emissions reduction by at least 65 
percent. Exemptions are provided for 
emissions of photochemically reactive 
solvents that do not exceed 39.6 lbs/day 
and for non‐photochemically reactive 
solvents that do not exceed 2,970 
lbs/day. 

Discharge of organic 
materials into the 
atmosphere from 
equipment in which 
organic solvents or 
materials containing 
organic solvents are used 
or extracted. 

Mojave Desert 
AQMD Rule 442 

G2      The SVE and AS/SVE systems would be 
monitored for emissions. Substantive 
provisions are applicable. 
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A	 RA	 TBC	

Discharge to air  Requirements for the preconstruction 
review of new or modified facilities to 
ensure that construction or modification 
of such facilities does not interfere with 
the attainment and maintenance of 
ambient air quality standards. This 
regulation provides for no net increase in 
the emission of any affected air pollutant 
from new major facilities or any 
modification to an existing major facility. 

Applies to all new or 
modified facilities which 
are required, under 
District rules, to obtain an 
authority to construct. 

Mojave Desert 
AQMD Rule 1300 

G2      The new source review requirement is 
applicable for new sources of volatile 
organic air emissions at the Base since Base 
emissions exceed the offset threshold for 
reactive organic compounds of 25 
tons/year. According to Mojave Desert 
AQMD, MCLB Barstow (Yermo Annex and 
Nebo Main Base) must either emit less than 
39.6 lbs/day of photochemically reactive 
compounds and 600 lbs/day of 
non‐photochemically reactive compounds, 
or control emissions with an air pollution 
control treatment system that reduces the 
emissions by at least 80 percent. Mojave 
Desert AQMD stated that if the emissions 
are below the above stated limits, use of 
any air pollution control system would not 
be necessary.  

  Standard for approving permits requires 
that equipment be designed, controlled, 
or equipped with air pollution control 
equipment so that it may be expected to 
operate without emitting air 
contaminants in violation of Section 
41700 or 41701 of the State Health and 
Safety Code or of the Mojave Desert 
AQMD Rules. 

Equipment with the 
potential to cause 
issuance of air 
contaminants. 

Mojave Desert 
AQMD Rule 212 

G2      The SVE and AS/SVE systems have the 
potential to cause issuance of air 
contaminants. On‐site actions under 
CERCLA are exempt from procedural 
requirements such as permitting. However, 
notification of and concurrence by the 
Mojave Desert AQMD will take place as 
part of the remedial action review process 
should additional wells or equipment be 
required. (Substantive requirements are 
applicable). 
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TABLE	5	

FEDERAL	ACTION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 

Note: 
* statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader.  Listing the statutes and policies does not indicate 

that the DON accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of specific citations are 
considered ARARs 

 
Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
F – degrees Fahrenheit 
§ ‐ section  
A – applicable 
ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
C.F.R. – Code of Federal Regulations 
Cal. Code Regs. – California Code of Regulations 
CAOC – CERCLA Area of Concern 
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
DON – Department of the Navy 
IC – Institutional Controls  
LDR – land disposal restriction 
MNA ‐ monitored natural attenuation 
RA – relevant and appropriate 
RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
SVE – soil vapor extraction 
TBC – to be considered 
tit. – title  
U.S. EPA – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S.C. – United States Code 
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TABLE	6	

STATE	ACTION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Selected	Remedies:	S1	‐	No	Further	Action,	S2	–LUCs;	S3	–	Hotspot	Excavation	with	Offsite	disposal	(CAOC	10)	and	Hotspot	Excavation	&	Surface	
Vacuuming	with	Offsite	disposal	(CAOC	N‐2	Area	1);	G2	–	MNA	with	AS/SVE	Contingency	

Action	 Requirement	 Prerequisite	 Citation	
ARAR	Determination

Comments	
A	 RA	 TBC	

Clean Closure 
of a waste 
management 
unit 

General closure and postclosure 
maintenance standards. 

Waste discharged after 
18 July 1997. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 27, 
§20950(a)(2)(B); 

      Not an ARAR as no waste management 
units are proposed for clean closure. The 
DON notes that the No Further Action site 
(CAOC Y‐7 TA‐12) was found to not contain 
wastes during the RI. 

Monitoring 
Requirements 

Groundwater monitoring requirements  Waste discharged after 
18 July 1997 for Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 27 
requirements. Waste 
discharges to land after 
27 November 1984 for 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
27, §20385 to 
20430; Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 23, 
§2550.1 to 2500.10 

      Not an ARAR except for specific sections 
called out below. Not more stringent than 
federal ARARs identified at Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, §66264.91 to 66264.100. 

  Groundwater sampling shall be 
scheduled to include the times of 
expected highest and lowest elevations 
of the potentiometric surface 

Waste discharged after 
18 July 1997. 

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
27, § 
20415(e)(12)(B) 

  G2    Substantive provisions relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater monitoring 

  Groundwater monitoring requires eight 
evenly spaced events throughout a year 
to demonstrate compliance. 

Waste discharged after 
18 July 1997 for Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 27 
requirements. Waste 
discharges to land after 
27 November 1984 for 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23. 

Cal. Code Regs tit. 
27, § 20430(g)(2) 
and Cal. Code Regs 
tit. 23, 
§ 2550.10(g)(2) 

  G2    Substantive provisions relevant and 
appropriate for groundwater monitoring. 

Note: 

*  statutes and policies, and their citations, are provided as headings to identify general categories of ARARs for the convenience of the reader; listing the statutes and policies does not indicate 
that the DON accepts the entire statutes or policies as ARARs; specific ARARs are addressed in the table below each general heading; only substantive requirements of the specific actions are 
considered ARARs. 
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TABLE	6	

STATE	ACTION‐SPECIFIC	ARARs	

Attachment 1 ‐ ARARs 
Record of Decision OU 7 

MCLB Barstow, California 
 

Acronyms/Abbreviations: 
A – applicable 
ARAR – applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement 
CAOC – CERCLA Area of Concern 
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
DON – Department of the Navy 
IC – Institutional Controls  
MNA ‐ monitored natural attenuation 
RA – relevant and appropriate 
SVE – soil vapor extraction 
TBC – to be considered 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND SOUTHWESl 

1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92132-5190 

Mr. Phillip Ramsey (SFD 8-3) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 

Ms. Soad Hakim 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
Department of Toxic Substance Control 
5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630-4732 

Mr. Omar Pacheco 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Lahontan Region, Victorville Branch Office 
1444 Civic Drive, Suite 200 
Victorville, CA 92392 

Dear Mr. Ramsey, Ms. Hakim, Mr. Pacheco: 

5090 
Ser RAE30.RP/231 
May 23, 2012 

SUBJECT: IDENTIFICATION OF STATE "APPLICABLE" OR 11 RELEVANT AND 
APPROPRIATE 11 REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) FOR THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) AT OPERABLE 
UNIT (OU)-7 at MARINE CORPS LOGISTIC BASE (MCLB) 
BARSTOW 

Pursuant to our previous discussions and pa.ragra;phs 7. 6 (a) 
and 7. 6 (b) of the Federal Facility Agreement (F'FA), we are hereby 
requesting that the Department of Toxic Substar.tce Control (DTSC) 
as the lead agency for the State of California, identify potential 
state chemical-specific, location-specific, and action-specific 
ARARS for OU 7. ARARs identified by the State will be considered 
and evaluated during the preparation of a feasibility study for the 
site. 

The Supplemental RI (SRI) and Screening Level Ecological Risk 
Assessment (SLERA) Report for Selected Areas of OU 7 was issued to 
the regulatory agencies in September, 2010 (Oneida Total 
Integrated Enterprises u.,c [OTIE] 2010. This document established 
the status of OU 7 sites based on new investigat.ion data and risk 
assessment results to date. Additional field work was undertaken 
by the Navy to address data gaps and regulatory agency 
recommendations (Sealaska Environmental ServiceE: 2012). Results 
of this report were used to perform a Tier 3 Baseline Ecological 
Risk Assessment (BERA) . The risk assessment results of the RI 



5090 
Ser :RA.E30. RP/231 
May 2:3, 2012 

(Bechtel 2005), SRI/ SLERA (OTIE 2011), and Draft BERA Report 
(OTIE, March 2012) identify which ou 7 sites still require action 
under CERCLA and which sites have achieved No-Further Action (NFA) 
status. The final recommendations and risk assessment results in 
these documents have the concurrence of the FFA regulators with 
the exception of the Draft BERA (currently under FFA review) . The 
final results determining the status of each OU 7 site will be 
used in development of remedial action objectives (RAOs), remedial 
goals (RGs), and remedial alternatives (RAs) for the sites 
included in FS. The data in these reports were intended to assist 
the State in their identification of potential chemical- and 
location-specific ARARs. 

In general, there are 3 alternatives for 3 groundwater sites, 
NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area), CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14: 

• No action 

• Monitored natural Attenuation 

• Air Sparging/curtain 

In general, the following are the alternatives for the soil 
sites. 

• No action 

• Institutional controls 

• Capping 

• Excavation and offsite disposal 

• In situ soil stabilization 

• Soil vacuuming 

• Soil vapor monitoring 

• Soil vapor extraction (vadose zone/and landfill waste) 

The general groundwater and soil alternatives are being 

2 



5090 
Ser RAE30.RP/231 
May 23, 2012 

provided to aid the state in their identification of action
specific ARARs as well as to further assist with chemical- and 
location-specific ARAR identification. 

The State of California may also identify any other criteria, 
advisories, guidance, and proposed standards that the State 
requests be considered (TBCs) for OU7, which has ent,ered the 
RI/FS phase. 

Timely identification of potential State ARARs is required 
under Section 121(d) (2) (A) of CERCLA and under the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR §§300.400(g) and 300.515(d) & (h). 
Experience to date around the country has shown that a failure to 
identify ARARs with sufficient precision, early in the RI/FS 
process, can cause severe disruptions in timely implementation of 
remedial action. To ensure timely and complete ARARs 
identification, for each of the OU7 sites, please include the 
following information: 

1. A specific citation to the statutory or regulatory 
provision(s) for the potential State ~t and the date of 
enactment or promulgation. 

2. A brief description of why the potential State ARAR is 
applicable or relevant and appropriate to the particular 
ou (or IR Site) . 

3. A description of how the potential State ARAR would apply to 
potential remedial action, including: specific numeric 
discharge, effluent, or emission limitations; hazardous 
substance/constituent action or cleanup levels; etc., if 
the State intends to take the position that the potential 
State ARAR includes such limitations, levels, etc. 

4. If the State believes its proposed ARAR is more stringent 
than the corresponding Federal ARAR, please provide the 
rationale and technical justification for this position. 

5. If the State determines that there is not eno:ugh 
information to fully respond to our request, please 
identify any additional information that would be required 
to support identification of State ARARs and their 
application. 

Consistent with 40 CFR §300.515(h) (2), we are requesting that 
you send a response via first class mail addressed tQ me and 
postmarked within 30 calendar days of receipt of this request. 
Please direct any technical questions that you may have concerning 

3 



5090 
Ser l:tAE30 .RP/231 
May 23, 2012 

this request to the undersigned (619) 532-3768 a.nd any legal 
questions to Susan Hulbert, Associate Counsel, NAVFAC SW 619-532-
4517. 

Copy to: 

References: 

Sincerely, 

· llfJti:rt~ 
RALPH E. PEARCE 
Remedial Project Manager 
By direction of the 
Commanding Officer 

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. (BEI). 2005. Final Remedial 
Investigation Report for Operable Unit 7 CAOCs 9.60, 10.27, 10.35, 
10.37, 10.38/10.39, N-2 Area 1, and 10 at Marine Corps Logistics 
Base Barstow, California. Volumes I and II. October. 

Oneida Total Integrated Enterprises LLC (OTIE). 2010. Final Report 
Supplemental Remedial Investigation and Screening Level Ecological 
Risk Assessment of Selected Areas of OU7, Volumes I and II, Marine 
Corps Logistics Base Barstow, Barstow, California. July 9. 

OTIE. 2011. Revised Final Report, Supplemental Remedial 
Investigation and Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment of 
Selected Areas of OU 7, Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, CA. 
September. 

OTIE. 2012. Data Report, Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment, 
Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, CA. 

Sealaska Environmental Services (SES) . 2012. Field Data. Summary 
Report, Additional Sampling at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and CAOC N-2 
Area 1 in Support of Remedial Investigation at OpE~rable Unit 7 . 
March. 

Receipt Signature Requested 
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Letter from the California Department of Fish and Game 
(DF&G), dated July 3, 2012 

Letter from the Lahontan Regional RWQCB, dated July 23, 2012 
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Letter from the DTSC, dated July 16, 2012 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Matthew Rodriquez 
Secretary for 

Environmental Protection 

July 16,2012 

Mr. Ralph Pearce 
Project Manager 

Deborah 0. Raphael, Director 
5796 Corporate Avenue 

Cypress, California 90630 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest 
1220 Pacific Highway, OPCE.RP 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Governor 

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) FOR 
THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) AT OPERABLE 
UNIT (OU)- 7 AT MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE (MCLB) BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Pearce: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received a request from the 
Department of the Navy (DON) to provide state requirements that it considers potential 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), and any to-be
considered criteria (TBCs), such as advisories, guidance or proposed standards, that 
may apply in the preparation of a Remedial Investigation I Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for 
the OU 7 site referenced above. 

Attached, please find the responsible agencies submittals of the three (3) main types of 
ARARs: chemical-specific, location-specific, and action-specific. We look forward to 
continuing to work with on base cleanup activities at MCLB Barstow. If you have any 
questions please call me at (714) 484-5381. 

Sincerely, 

-Sv.d'v--k(V 
Sue Hakim 
Remedial Project Manager 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program 

Enclosures 

® Printed on Recydo-d Paper 



Mr. Ralph Pearce 
'July 16,2012 
Page 2 

cc: Mr. Jim Bustamante 
Remedial Project Manager 
Marine Corps Logistics Base 
P.O. Box 110170 
Barstow, California 92311-5050 

Mr. Philip Ramsey 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX, SFD-8-3 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Mr. Omar Pacheco 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Lahontan Region B Victorville Branch Office 
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200 
Victorville, California 92392c2306 



DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs),                                        
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE, BARSTOW, OPERABLE UNIT 7 

 
XX 
= 

ad
d 

Category Source Standard, Requirement, 
Criterion, or Limitation 

Source or Citation Prerequisite or 
Chemical  

Action/ 
Technology 

Location Comments Applicable and Relevant 
or Appropriate and 
Required or To Be 
Considered (TBC) 

XX  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Occupation
al Health 

and Safety 
Act 

 
 
 
 

Disposal of 
Extremely 
Hazardous 
Waste 

Specific requirements 
that employers must 
meet to ensure the safety 
of their employees 
 
 
 
 
Disposal Permit/Fees  
Required 

California Health 
and Safety Code, 
Div 5, Section 6300 
et seq. 
 
 
 
 
Title 22, Div 4.5, 
Ch 43, Health & 
Safety Code 
25205.7 (o) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Waste 

Occupation
al Health 

and Safety 
Act 

 
 
 
 

Disposal of 
Extremely 
Hazardous 

Waste 

 Assures safe and healthy 
working conditions 
 
 
 
 
 
For disposal of extremely 
hazardous waste in 
California 

 
To Be Considered 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes/Yes 

xx  RCRA 
Wastes 

General applicability, 
dilution prohibited, case-
by-case extensions to 
effective date, waste 
analysis and record-
keeping, and special 
rules for wastes that 
exhibit a characteristic 

Title 22, Div 4.5, 
Ch 18, Article 1 

 Land 
Disposal 
Restrictions 
  

  

 Defines hazardous 
wastes that are restricted 
from land disposal and 
prohibited waste that 
may be land disposed Yes/Yes 

xx  Non-RCRA   
  Wastes 

Waste Specific 
Prohibitions 
 

Title 22, Div 4.5, 
Ch 18, Article 10, 
Section 66268.100 

 Land 
Disposal 
Prohibitions  
 
  

 

 Identifies Non-RCRA 
Waste that are subject to 
land disposal 
prohibitions Yes/Yes 



XX 
= 

ad
d 

Category Source Standard, Requirement, 
Criterion, or Limitation 

Source or Citation Prerequisite or 
Chemical  

Action/ 
Technology 

Location Comments Applicable and Relevant 
or Appropriate and 
Required or To Be 
Considered (TBC) 

xx   Applicability, Required 
Programs, Groundwater 
Protection Standard, 
Point of Compliance, 
Compliance Period, 
General Groundwater 
monitoring requirements, 
Detection Monitoring 
Program, Compliance 
Monitoring Program, 
Corrective Action 
Program    

Title 22, Div 4.5, 
Chapter 14, Article 
6, Sections 
66264.90-100 

 Water 
Quality 

Monitoring 
and 

Response 

 Groundwater monitoring 
and response 

Yes/Yes 

XX  Non-RCRA   
Waste 

A restricted waste may 
be land disposed without 
further treatment if an 
extract of the waste or 
treatment residue of the 
waste does not exceed 
the value listed in Table 
I-CCWE of section 
66268.106 

Title 22, Div 4.5, 
Ch 18, Article 11 
 

 
Land 
Disposal 
 

  
 

 Treatment Standards 
expressed as 
concentrations in Waste 
Extract 

Yes/Yes 

  
State Chemical-
Specific ARARs 
 

  
Definition of "Non-RCRA 
hazardous waste" 

22CCR 66261.22(a)(3) 
and (4), 
66261.24(a)(2) to 
(a)(8), 66.261.101, 
66261.3(a)(2)(C), or 
66261.3(a)(2)(F) 

 
Waste 

  
SOIL 

 

Yes/Yes 



XX 
= 

ad
d 

Category Source Standard, Requirement, 
Criterion, or Limitation 

Source or Citation Prerequisite or 
Chemical  

Action/ 
Technology 

Location Comments Applicable and Relevant 
or Appropriate and 
Required or To Be 
Considered (TBC) 

 Potential State 
Chemical-
Specific ARARs 

Hazardous 
Waste Control 
Act (HWCA)  
 
 
 
 
Hazardous 
Waste Listing 
and 
Identification 

a. Identification of hazardous 
waste that pose a potential 
hazard to human health or the 
environment when it is 
improperly treated, stores, 
transported, or disposed.   
 
 b. Persistent and bio 
accumulative toxic substances 
total threshold limit 
concentrations/TTLC) and 
soluble threshold limit 
concentrations. 

Title 22 CCR 66261.2, 
66261.3                            
 
 
 
 
                                         
Title 22 CCR 
66261.24(a)(2)(B) 

Hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, 

or disposal          
 
 
    
                  

Hazardous waste 
treatment storage, 

or disposal 

Hazardous 
Waste Listing 

and 
Identification 

  

Yes/Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes/Yes 

 Potential State 
Action-Specific 
ARARs 

 a. Containers of hazardous 
waste shall be maintained in 
good condition, compatible 
with hazardous waste to be 
stored, and closed during 
transfer and storage, except to 
add or remove waste 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Title 22 CCR 
66264.171, 172 & 173 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Title 22 CCR 
66262.34(a) 

a. Storage of 
hazardous waste 
not meeting small 
quantity generator 
criteria held for a 
temporary period 
greater than 90 
days prior to 
treatment, 
disposal, or storage 
elsewhere in a 
container. 

Storage of 
hazardous waste in 
containers for less 

than 90 days 

Container 
Usage 

(Storage) 

  

Yes/Yes  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes/Yes 

   b. At closure, all hazardous 
waste shall be removed from 
the containment system and 
all containers, liners, bases 
and soil containing or 
contaminated with hazardous 
waste shall be decontaminated 
or removed 

Title 22 CCR 
6264.178 

    

Yes/Yes 



XX 
= 

ad
d 

Category Source Standard, Requirement, 
Criterion, or Limitation 

Source or Citation Prerequisite or 
Chemical  

Action/ 
Technology 

Location Comments Applicable and Relevant 
or Appropriate and 
Required or To Be 
Considered (TBC) 

   Best Demonstrated Available 
Technology (BDAT) 
standards for each hazardous 
constituent in each listed 
waste, if residual is to be 
disposed. Subsequent residual 
treatment need not be BDAT 
if CC WE value is not 
exceeded 

Title 22 CCR 
68268.30, 31, 32 

Disposal of 
contaminated soil 
and debris from 

CERCLA response 
actions, solvents, 

dioxins, RCRA list 
or California list 
wastes subject to 

land disposal 
prohibitions and/or 

treatment 
standards 

Treatment 
Waste Will Be 

Land 
Disposed 

  

Yes/Yes 

 Potential State 
Action-Specific 
ARARs 

 Movement of excavated 
materials to new locations and 
placement in or on land will 
trigger land disposal 
restrictions for the excavated 
waste or closure requirements 
for the unit in which the waste 
is placed 

Title 22CCR 66268  Excavation  Materials containing RCRA 
or Non-RCRA hazardous 
wastes subject to land disposal 
are placed in another unit Yes/Yes 

   Standards Applicable to 
Generators of Hazardous 
Waste 
 
Generators of hazardous 
wastes who transport or offer 
hazardous waste for 
transportation 

Title 22 CCR Ch12, 
Articles 1 through 4; 
section 66243.44(e) 

   Owners or Operators who 
initiate a shipment of 
hazardous waste generated at 
that facility shall comply with 
generator standards including 
hazardous waste 
determination, operator 
identification number, 
manifest requirements, pre-
transport requirements, 
generator accumulation time, 
record keeping, and reporting 

Yes/Yes 



XX 
= 

ad
d 

Category Source Standard, Requirement, 
Criterion, or Limitation 

Source or Citation Prerequisite or 
Chemical  

Action/ 
Technology 

Location Comments Applicable and Relevant 
or Appropriate and 
Required or To Be 
Considered (TBC) 

   Standards applicable to 
Generators of Hazardous 
Waste 
 
Limits accumulation  time  of 
hazardous waste to 90  days 
unless an exemption  is 
granted 

 22 CCR 66262.34    
 

 Storage of 
hazardous 
waste on-site 

  

Yes/Yes 

   Standards applicable to 
Generators of Hazardous 
Waste 
 
Applicability, manifest, pre-
transport requirements, 
recordkeeping and reporting, 
and export of hazardous waste 

Title 22, Ch 12    
Articles 1-5, Sections 
66262.10 - 66262.57 

 Off-site 
Disposal of 
Hazardous 

Waste 

  

Yes/Yes 

  Occupational 
Health and 
Safety Act 

Specific requirements that 
employers must meet to 
ensure the safety of their 
employees 

California Health and 
Safety Code, Div 5, 
Section 6300 et seq. 

Assures safe and 
healthy working 
conditions 

   

TBC 

   General applicability, dilution 
prohibited, case-by-case 
extensions to effective date, 
waste analysis and record-
keeping, and special rules for 
wastes that exhibit a 
characteristic 

Title 22, Div 4.5, Ch 
18, Article 1 

Defines hazardous 
wastes that are 
restricted from 

land disposal and 
prohibited waste 
that may be land 

disposed 

Land Disposal 
Restrictions 
  

 RCRA 
Wastes 

  

Yes/Yes 



XX 
= 

ad
d 

Category Source Standard, Requirement, 
Criterion, or Limitation 

Source or Citation Prerequisite or 
Chemical  

Action/ 
Technology 

Location Comments Applicable and Relevant 
or Appropriate and 
Required or To Be 
Considered (TBC) 

   South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
(SCAQMD) Rules and 
Regulations 

Rule 402 - Nuisance    Prohibits the discharge of any 
material that causes injury or 
annoyance to the public, 
property or businesses or that 
endangers human health, 
comfort, repose, or safety.   
 
Applicable to fugitive dust 
emissions from excavation 
activities and soil waste piles. 

Yes/Yes 

    Rule 403 - Fugitive 
Dust 

   Limits onsite activities so that 
the concentrations of fugitive 
dust at the property line shall 
not be visible and the 
downwind particulate 
concentration shall not be 
more than 100 mg/m3, 
averaged over 5 hours, above 
the upwind particulate 
concentration. These 
requirements do not apply if 
the wind speed averaged over 
15 minutes is above 15 mph. 
The rule also requires taking 
every reasonable precaution to 
minimize fugitive dust, and 
the prevention and cleanup of 
any material accidentally 
deposited on paved streets. 
 
Applicable to fugitive dust 
emissions from excavation 
activities and soil waste piles. 

Yes/Yes 



XX 
= 

ad
d 

Category Source Standard, Requirement, 
Criterion, or Limitation 

Source or Citation Prerequisite or 
Chemical  

Action/ 
Technology 

Location Comments Applicable and Relevant 
or Appropriate and 
Required or To Be 
Considered (TBC) 

 Potential State 
Action-Specific 
ARARs 

 Solid Waste disposal 
Regulations 

CCR Title 14, Div 7, 
Chapter 3, Section 
17742-17743 

   Standards for Solid Waste 
Handling and Disposal. Only 
approved sites may accept 
hazardous wastes. 
 
Applicable to off-site disposal 
of hazardous waste. The 
Statute found in HSC 25157.8 
(AB2784, chaptered 8/21/98) 
prohibits land disposal of any 
waste with total concentration 
of more than 350 ppm total 
lead, in any place other than a 
Class 1 Landfill unless the 
facility has been approved as 
described therein for such 
purpose. The limit 
concentrations of total  lead 
given in the law (350 ppm) is 
below the hazardous waste 
level for total lead (1,000 
ppm). 
 

Yes/Yes 

   Transportation of Hazardous 
Materials and Wastes - 
California Highway Patrol 

California Vehicle 
Code Sec. 31616 et 
seq. CCR Title 13, 
Chapter 2 Subchapter 
6, Section 1160-1216 

   Regulates marking, labeling, 
placarding, safety, etc., 
regarding transportation of 
hazardous waste. 
 
Applicable to off-site 
transportation of hazardous 
waste (contaminated soils). 

Yes/Yes or  
TBC 



XX 
= 

ad
d 

Category Source Standard, Requirement, 
Criterion, or Limitation 

Source or Citation Prerequisite or 
Chemical  

Action/ 
Technology 

Location Comments Applicable and Relevant 
or Appropriate and 
Required or To Be 
Considered (TBC) 

 State Action 
Specific 

 Requirements for when 
contamination remains at 
property at levels that are not 
suitable for unrestricted use of 
land.. 

Cal. Code Regs. 
tit. 22, § 67391.1 
 

   Substantive requirements for 
when restrictions are 
necessary on land. 

Yes 

 
  



 
CHEMICAL NAME 

 
REQUIREMENTS 

 
CITATION 

 
DESCRIPTION 

APPLICABLE/ 
RELEVANT &  APPROPRIATE  

Inorganic Chemicals  
Antimony 
Arsenic and/or compounds 
Asbestos 
Barium and/or compounds  
Beryllium and/or compounds 
Cadmium and/or compounds  
Chromium (VI) compounds 
Chromium and/or chromium 
(III) compounds 
Copper and/or compounds 
Fluoride salts  
Lead and/or compounds 
Mercury and/or compounds   
Molybdenum and/or 
compounds 
Nickel and/or compounds 
Selenium and/or compounds 
Silver and/or compounds 
Thallium and/or compounds 
Vanadium and/or compounds 
Zinc and/or compounds   
 

STLC (mg/L) 
15 
5.0 

 
100 
0.75 
1.0 
5 
5 

 
25 

180 
5.0 
0.2 
350 

 
20 
1.0 
5 

7.0 
24 

250 
 

TTLC (mg/Kg)   
 500 

500 
1.0 (as percent) 

10,000 
75 

100 
500 

2,500 
 

2,500 
18,000 
1,000 

20 
3,500 

 
2,000 
100 
500 
700 

2,400 
5,000 

 

 
22 CCR 
66261.24  

 
Criteria for identifying 
a waste as hazardous - 
if the waste contains a 
substance at a 
concentration which 
equals or exceeds its 
listed STLC value as 
determined by Waste 
Extraction Test, or at a 
concentration that 
equals or exceeds its 
TTLC value, then it is 
considered hazardous 
and must comply with 
all the requirements 
that hazardous wastes 
are subject to.   

 
yes/yes 

      



OrganicChemicals   
 
Aldrin 
Chlordane  
DDT, DDE, DDD 
2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic 
acid 
Dieldrin 
Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 
Endrin 
Heptachlor 
Kepone 
Lead compounds, organic 
Lindane 
Methoxychlor 
Mirex 
Pentachlorophenol 
Polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) 
Toxaphene 
Trichloroethylene 
2,4,5-
Trichlorophenoxypropionic 
acid 

STLC (mg/L) 
 

0.14 
0.25 
0.1 
10 
 

0.8 
0.001 
0.02 
0.47 
2.1 

 
0.4 
10 
2.1 
1.7 
5.0 

 
0.5 
204 
1.0 

 

TTLC (mg/Kg) 
 

1.4 
2.5 
1.0 
100 

 
8.0 

0.01 
0.2 
4.7 
21 
13 
4.0 
100 
21 
17 
50 

 
5 

2040 
10 

 
22 CCR 
66261.24 

 
Criteria for identifying 
a waste as hazardous - 
if the waste contains a 
substance at a 
concentration which 
equals or exceeds its 
listed STLC value as 
determined by Waste 
Extraction Test, or at a 
concentration that 
equals or exceeds its 
TTLC value, then it is 
considered hazardous 
and must comply with 
all the requirements 
that hazardous wastes 
are subject to.   

  
Yes/Yes 
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State of California 

Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

July 3, 2012 

Sue Hakim, Remedial Project Manager 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 

Charlie Huang, Ph.D., Staff Toxic 
Dan Waligora, Environmental Sci tis_t~~~~~~;;::::;;;r-----
California Department of Fish and Game 
Office of Spill Prevention and Response 
1700 K Street, Suite 250 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements for Operable Unit 7, Marine 
Corps Logistics Base Barstow, California 

This memorandum is in response to your recent request for potential State Applicable or 
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for Operable Unit (OU) 7, received on 
June 11, 2012. It is our understanding that the Navy is making the request for ARARs in 
preparation of a remedial investigation and feasibility study (RifFS) for OU 7. The 
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is the State's Trustee for fish and wildlife resources 
pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 711. 7. The DFG is also designated as a Trustee 
for natural resources pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act Section 107 (f)(2)(B). The enclosed ARARs are for the 
protection of State fish, wildlife, and plant species and their habitat at OU 7. The DFG, Office 
of Spill Prevention and Response appreciates this opportunity to provide State laws and 
regulations to guide the planned RifFS of Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow, OU 
7. 

Background 

MCLB Barstow is located in the central Mojave Desert in San Bernardino County. It consists 
of two main areas, Nebo Main Base and Yermo Annex. Nebo Main Base is 4,006 acres and 
located 3.5 miles east of the city of Barstow, intersected by Interstate 40. Yermo Annex, with 
1 ,680 acres, is located about 3 miles northeast of Nebo Main Base, adjacent to Interstate 
15. The mission of MCLB Barstow is to provide quality logistical support to Fleet Marine 
Forces, Department of Defense agencies, and other military organizations by receiving, 
maintaining, repairing, and storing military supplies and equipment. MCLB Barstow also 
trains new Marines in the logistical skills of warehousing. 

Numerous threatened and endangered species, and species of special concern are known 
to occur or have the potential to occur at MCLB Barstow and OU 7 sites. These special 
status species include, but are not limited to, the Federal and State listed as threatened 
desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizil), the State-threatened Mohave ground squirrel 
(Xerospermophi/us mohavensis), State Fully Protected Golden Eagle, the State Species of 
Special Concern burrowing Owl, and the Federal Endangered Lane Mountain milkvetch 



Sue Hakim 
July 3, 2012 
Page 2 of 2 

(Astragalus jaegerianus). The attached proposed ARARs address the protection of species 
such as these that may be impacted during remedial activities (i.e, from migration of 
contaminants off site or disturbance during remedial activities and nesting season). 

If you have any questions regarding these ARARs or require further details, please contact 
Dan Waligora at (916) 323-4380 or by e-mail at dwaligor@ospr.dfg_ca.gov. 

Reviewer: Wendy Johnson, Staff Counsel Ill, Specialist 
Tami Nakahara, Staff Environmental Scientist 

Attachments: 1 

cc: Rebecca Jones, Wildlife Biologist 
Department of Fish and Game Region 5 
36431 41st Street East 
Palmdale, CA 93552 



LOCATION 

Wildlife 
Species 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

LOCATION AND ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

MARINE CORPS LOGISTIC:S BASE BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

OPEAtABLE UNIT 7 

(Jiuly 2012) 

STANDARD SPECIFIC ARARITBC EXPLANATION 

CITATION 

Action must be taken Fish and This code section prohibits the taking of birds and mammals, including 
to prohibit the taking Game Code taking by poison. "Take" is defined by Fish and Game Code section 86 to 
of birds and section 3005 include killing. "Poison" is not defined in the code. Although there is no 
mammals, including (Stats. 1957, state authority on this point, federal law recognizes that poison, such as 
the taking by poison. c. 456, p. Strychnine, may affect incidental taking (Defenders of Wildlife v. 

1353 section Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency (1989) 882. F. 2d. 
3005) 1295). This code section imposes a substantive, promulgated 

environmental protection requirement, and is relevant and appropriate 
because birds and mammals will potentially be exposed to contaminated 
material during remedial activities unless efforts are taken to minimize 
exposure. 
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LOCATION 

Rare native 
plants 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

LOCATION AND ACTIOIN SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

OPEFtABLE UNIT 7 

( .. luly 2012) 

STANDARD SPECIFIC ARARITBC EXPLANATION 

CITATION 

Action must be taken Fish and Section 1908 imposes a substantive requirement by forbidding any 
to conserve native Game Code "person" to take rare or endangered native plants. California Code of 
plants; there can be section 1908 Regulations Title 14 section 670.2 provides a listing of the plants of 
no releases and/or (Added by California that have been declared to be Endangered, Threatened or 
actions that would Stats. 1977, Rare. Fish and Game Code section 67 provides the definition of "person" 
have a deleterious c. 1181 , p. as any natural person or any partnership, corporation, limited liability 
effect on species or 3869, section company, trust, or other type of association. Whether the federal 
habitat. 8) government or contractors acting on behalf of the federal government 

would fall within that definition is a potential issue. To the extent that rare 
or endangered plants may occur on the site, such as Lane Mountain 
milk-vetch (Astragalus jaegerianus) , Parish's phacelia (Phacelia parishii) , 
Mohave monkeyflower (Mimulus mohavensis) , Mohave menodora 
(Menodora spinescens var. mohavensis), Emory's crucifixion-thorn 
(Caste/a emoryt), Beaver Dam breadroot (Pediomelum castoreum), 
creamy blazing star (Mentzelia tridentata) , and Barstow woolly sunflower 
(Eriophyl/um mohavense) , section 1908 would be an ARAR. 
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Endangered 
Species 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

LOCATION AND ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

OPEJ;tABLE UNIT 7 

(July 2012) 

Action must be taken Fish and This section prohibits the take, possession, purchase, or sale within the 

to conserve Game Code state, any species (including rare native plant species), or any product 

endangered species; section 2080 thereof, that the commission determines to be an endangered or 

there can be no (Added by threatened species, or the attempt of any of these acts. This section is 

releases and/or Stats. 1984, relevant and appropriate to the extent that there are endangered or 

actions that would c. 1240, threatened species in the area that have the potential of being affected if 

have a deleterious section 2). actions are not taken to conserve the species. State listed species 

effect on species or known to occur in or near OU 7 include desert tortoise and Mohave 

habitat. ground squirrel. This section and applicable Title 14 regulations should 
be considered as ARARs. Take may occur if sampling or remediation 
equipment is operating in habitat utilized by these species. 
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LOCATION 

Fully protected 
bird 
species/habitat 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

LOCATION AND ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

OPEFtABLE UNIT 7 

(.July 2012) 

STANDARD SPECIFIC ARARJTBC EXPLANATION 

CITATION 

Action must be taken Fish and This section provides that it is unlawful to take or possess any of the 
to prevent the taking Game Code following fully protected birds: 
of fully protected section 3511 (a). American Peregrine Falcon 
birds. (Added by (b). Brown Pelican 

Stats.1970, (c). California Black Rail 
c. 1036, p. (d). California Clapper Rail 
1848 section (e). California Condor 
4) (f). California Least Tern 

(g). Golden Eagle 
(h). Greater Sandhill Crane 
(i). Light-footed Clapper Rail 
0). Southern Bald Eagle 
(k). Trumpeter Swan 
(I). White-tailed Kite 
(m). Yuma Clapper Rail 

This should be considered relevant and appropriate to the extent that 
such fully protected birds and their habitat are detected on or near the 
sites. Fully protected birds including, but not limited to, the Golden Eagle, 
and/or their habitat are known to occur in or near OU 7. 
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LOCATION 

Birds 

Birds of Prey 

Migratory 
Birds 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

LOCATION AND ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

MARINE CORPS LOGISTIC:S BASE BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

OPER~BLE UNIT 7 

(July 2012) 

STANDARD SPECIFIC ARAR/TBC EXPLANATION 

CITATION 

Action must be taken Fish and This section prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of 
to avoid the take or Game Code the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code 
destruction of the section 3503 or any regulation made pursuant thereto. This section is relevant and 
nest or eggs of any appropriate to the extent that birds and/or their nests and eggs are 
bird. located on or near the sites. 

Action must be taken Fish and This section prohibits the take, possession, or destruction of any birds in 
to prevent the take, Game Code the orders of Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) or to take, 
possession , or section possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as 
destruction of any 3503.5 otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant 
birds-of-prey or their (Added by thereto. This section will be relevant and appropriate to the extent that 
eggs. Stats. 1985, birds-of-prey species or their eggs are located on or near the sites. 

c. 1334, Numerous birds-of-prey species may be found on or near OU 7, 
section 6) including but not limited to, Burrowing Owl, Barn Owl, and Prairie Falcon. 

Action must be taken Fish and This section makes it unlawful to take or possess any migratory 
to prevent the take or Game Code nongame bird as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or any part 
possession of any section 3513 of such migratory nongame bird except as provided by rules and 
migratory nongame regulations adopted by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of 
birds. the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This section is relevant and appropriate to 

the extent that migratory nongame birds and their habitat are located on 
or near the sites. 
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LOCATION 

Furbearing 
Mammals 

Specially 
protected 
mountain lion 

Desert 
tortoises 

CALIFORNIA DEPAR'TMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

LOCATION AND ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

OPEJ;tABLE UNIT 7 

(July 2012) 

STANDARD SPECIFIC ARAR/TBC EXPLANATION 

CITATION 

Action must be taken Title 14 Regulation makes it unlawful to take fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit 
to avoid take. C.C.R. fox, and red fox. This section is relevant and appropriate to the extent 

section 460 that desert kit fox and their habitat may be found in or near OU 7. 
(effective 
07/01/59) 

Action must be taken Fish and Mountain lions are specially protected mammals in California. It is 
to avoid injuring, Game Code unlawful to take, injure, possess, transport, or sell any mountain lion or 
taking, possessing or sections any part or product thereof. Violation of this section is a misdemeanor. 
transporting any 4800 et.seq. This section is relevant and appropriate in that mountain lions may be 
mountain lion. (Prop. 117 found on or near Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow and OU 7. 

approved 
June 5, 
1990) 

Action must be taken Fish and This section makes it unlawful to sell , purchase, harm, take, possess, or 
to avoid the sale, Game Code transport any tortoise or parts thereof, or to shoot any projectile at a 
purchase, harm, take sections tortoise. This does not apply to the taking of any tortoise when 
or possession of 5000 et. Seq. authorized by the department for educational, scientific, or public 
desert tortoises. (Stats. 1957, zoological purposes. This section is relevant and appropriate in that sites 

c. 456, p. within OU 7 contain desert tortoise habitat, and desert tortoises are 
1393, section known to occur in the Barstow area. 
5000) 
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Attachment 1 to  
Letter from the California Department of Fish and Game (DF&G), dated 3 July 2012

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 

COUNSEL FOR 
NAVAl. FACII.ITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND SOUTHWEST 

1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY ROOM 250 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92132·5189 

Ms. Wendy Johnson, Staff Counsel ll 
Office of Spill Prevention and Response 
California Department of Fish and Game 
1700 K Street, Suite 250 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

5800 
Ser 5753/09C.RCIMW 
April29, 2010 

Re: California Depart:nlent of Fish and Game Laws and Regulations 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

We are writing in response to the December 3, 2009 letter from California Departmen~ of 
Fish and Game, Office of Spill Prevention and Response (DFG-OSPR) to the Department 
of the Navy (DON) concerning various state laws and regulations that have been 
proposed as Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for DoN 
cleanups conducted pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)(40 CFR Part 300). In sending this letter, 
we seek to confirm agreements reached with respect to a number of such proposed 
ARARs during a series of teleconference calls (on July 8, 16, and 23; September 24; and 
October 30, 2009); and also, pursuant to our teleconference call of January 12,2010, to 
set forth the Navy's final position regarding "agree to disagree" language concerning four 
other proposed state ARARs, with respect to which fmal agreement has not been reached; 
for inclusion in appropriate CERCLA documents when the State and the DON are able to 
agree upon ecological cleanup levels. 

As discussed on January 12th, the DON's overall perspective is as follows: 

First, with respect to the four proposed ARARs for which the State and the DON have 
not reached final agreement (Fish and Game Code (F&GC) Sections 3005, 3503, and 
4800, and Title 14 California Code of Regulations (14 CCR) Section 460), we are · 
hopeful the "agree to disagree" language set forth herein will be acceptable to the State. 

However, if the DON's language is not acceptable as presented herein, then we believe 
the State and the DON should not continue to attempt to reach resolution with respect to 
the four proposed ARARs in question, and instead both parties should deal with the 
potential ARARs status of these four state statutes and regulations on a case-by-case 
basis, with the DON reserving its right to accept or reject such statutes and regulations as 
ARARs, and with the State reserving its right to decide whether or not to invoke dispute 
resolution or take other actions that DFG-OSPR believes may be available to it. 



Finally, notwithstanding whether the DON's proposed language concerning the four state 
statutes and regulations referenced above is acceptable to the State, the DON believes 
that it would be desirable for the DON and the State to abide by the agreements 
previously reached with respect to the other proposed state ARARs discussed during the 
course of negotiations on this matter, and specifically as set forth in the DON' s letter of 
June 16, 2009 (with respect to F&GC Sections 1908,2080,3511,4700, 5050, and 5515) 
(with one revision to the language concerning these sections, per discussion below) and 
DFG-OSPR's letter of December 3, 2009 (with respect to F&GC Sections 3003.1, . 
3503.5, 3513, 3800(a), 4002,4150,4750, and 8500, and 14 CCR Sections 40 and 472). 
Accordingly, DON intends to include language such as the following in Records of 
Decision, Action Memoranda, Feasibility Study reports, and Engineering Evaluation/Cost 
Analysis reports that have not yet been completed, and that are still in the process of 
resolving the ARAR status ofF&GC Sections 3003.1, 3800(a), 4002, 4150,4750, and 
8500, and 14 CCR Sections 40 and 472: "The State has re-evaluated and withdrawn its 
previous identification of this requirement as a state ARAR." With respect to discussion 
of the ARAR status ofF&GC Sections 3503.5 and 3513 in such documents, if the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act has been identified as an ARAR, DON intends to include the 
following language: ''The State withdraws its previous identification of this requirement 
in light ofDON's identification of the substantive provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act as a 'relevant and appropriate' federal ARAR for this action." 

We will also discuss below certain aspects ofDFG-OSPR's December 3, 2009letter with 
which the DON disagrees, but with respect to which we generally seek only to note our 
disagreement, and not to request changes in DFG-OSPR's stated position. 

Proposed Language for Four As-Yet-Unresolved Proposed State ARARs: 

We reference the parties' previous correspondence for discussion of the background 
underlying this matter and in-depth explanation of the parties' relative positions on 
particular points. 

With respect to the four proposed state ARARs discussed in this section of the letter, our 
understanding is that the parties agree that the language set forth below would only apply 
if the DON and the State, through DFG-OSPR, are able to reach agreement as to cleanup 
levels (with respect to F&GC Section 3005) or as to measures to be taken to avoid hann 
to pertinent species (with respect to the three other proposed state ARARs in question). 
With respect to any of these four proposed ARARs for which the DON and the State, 
through DFG-OSPR, cannot reach agreement as to cleanup levels and/or harm-avoidance 
measures for a particular site, the DON would reserve its right to reject the law or 
regulation in question as an ARAR, and the State would reserve its right to decide 
whether or not to invoke dispute resolution or take other actions that the State believes 
may be available to it, subject to the provisions of any signed Federal Facility 
Agreements and Federal Facility Site Remediation Agreements that pertain to the site(s) 
in question. The Navy has revised this language to clarify that the State is addressing 
these requirements through DFG-OSPR. 
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1. F&GC Section 3005 

As discussed above, the DON is willing to accept the following "agree-to-disagree" 
language in ARAR determinations for CERCLA sites where, notwithstanding 
disagreement as to the ARARs status ofF&GC 3005, the Navy and DFG-OSPR have 
agreed upon ecological cleanup levels: 

''The DON has determined that F&GC Section 3005(a) is not a state ARAR because it is 
not applicable or relevant and appropriate. The State of California, through DFG-OSPR, 
asserts that F&GC 3005(a) is a state ARAR because it is relevant and appropriate. 
Whereas, the DON and the State have not agreed upon whether F&GC Section 3005(a) is 
an ARAR, this (Record of Decision (ROD), Action Memorandum (AM), Feasibility 
Study (FS) report, or Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) report) documents 
each party's position on the statute but does not attempt to resolve the issue. However, · 
the State has determined that the (proposed or final, as appropriate) ecological cleanup . 
levels would substantively comply with the requirement and provide an acceptable level 
of protectiveness, and the State does not intend to dispute the (ROD, AM, FS report, or 
EE/CA report)." 

2. F&GC Section 3503 

As discussed above, the DON is willing to accept the following "agree-to-disagree" 
language in ARAR determinations for CERCLA sites where, notwithstanding 
disagreement as to the ARARs status ofF&GC 3503, the DON and DFG-OSPR have 
agreed upon measures to avoid harm to nests and eggs: 

"The DON has determined that F&GC Section 3503 is not a state ARAR because it is not 
applicable or relevant and appropriate. The State of California, through DFG-OSPR,. 
asserts that Section 3503 is a state ARAR because it is relevant and appropriate. 
Whereas, the DON and the State have not agreed upon whether Section 3503 is an 
ARAR, this (Record of Decision (ROD), Action Memorandum (AM), Feasibility Study 
(FS) report, or Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) report) documents each 
party's position on the statute but does not attempt to resolve the iss~e. Nonetheless, the 
DON agrees that it will undertake the following measures in order to generally avoid 
harm to nests and eggs when there is potential that they may be impacted by response 
action construction: (fill in specific agreed-upon measures). The State will not dispute 
the selected remedy for failure to identify F&GC 3503 as an ARAR because the State has 
determined that the mutually agreed measures to generally avoid harm will result in 
substantive compliance with the state requirement." 

3. F&GC Section4800 

As discussed above, the DON is willing to accept the following "agree-to-disagree" 
language in ARAR determinations when the DON and DFG-OSPR have agreed upon 
measures to avoid harm to mountain lions: 
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"The DON has determined that Fish and Game Code section 4800 is not a state ARAR 
because it is not applicable or relevant and appropriate. The State of California, through 
DFG-OSPR, asserts that F&GC Section 4800 is a state ARAR because it is relevant and 
appropriate. Whereas, the DON and DFG-OSPR have not agreed upon whether F&GC 
Section 4800 is ah ARAR, this (Record ofDecision (ROD), Action Memorandum (AM), 
Feasibility Study (FS) report, or Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) report) 
documents each party's position on the statute but does not attempt to resolve the issue. 
Nonetheless, the DON agrees that it will undertake the following measures in order to 
generally avoid harm to mountain lions when there is potential that they may be impacted 
by response action construction: (fill in specific agreed-upon measures). The State will 
not dispute the selected remedy for failure to identify F&GC Section 4800 as an ARAR 
because the State has determined that the mutually agreed upon measures to generally 
avoid harm will result in substantive compliance with the state requirement." 

4. 14 CCR460 

As discussed above, the DON is willing to accept the following "agree-to-disagree" 
language in ARAR determinations when the DON and DFG-OSPR have agreed upon 
measures to avoid harm to fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox, and red fox: 

"The DON has determined that Title 14 CCR section 460 is not a state ARAR because it 
is not applicable or relevant and appropriate. The State of California, through DFG
OSPR, asserts that CCR section 460 is a state ARAR because it is relevant and 
appropriate. Whereas, the DON and the State have not agreed upon whether Title 14 
CCR section 460 is an ARAR, this (Record of Decision (ROD), Action Memorandum 
(AM), Feasibility Study (FS) report, or Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) 
report) documents each party's position on the statute but does not attempt to resolve the 
issue. Nonetheless, the DON agrees that it will undertake the following measures in 
order to generally avoid harm to fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox, and red fox 
when there is potential that they may be impacted by response action construction: (fill in 
specific agreed-upon measures). The State will not dispute the selected remedy for failure 
to identify Title 14 CCR Section 460 as an ARAR because the State has determined that 
the mutually agreed upon measures to generally avoid harm will result in substantive 
compliance with the state requirement." 

F &GC Sections 1908. 2080. 3511, 4700. 5050, and 5515: 

As stated above, the DON proposes to abide by the agreements previously reached with 
respect to the other proposed state ARARs discussed during the course of negotiations
to accept F&GC Sections 1908, 2080, 3511,4700, 5050, and 5515 as potential state 
ARARs-as discussed in the DON's letter of June 16, 2009. However, in order to do so, 
the DON would need to have the language concerning these F&GC sections intended for 
inclusion in DON CERCLA Records of Decision and (removal) Action Memoranda 
(under 'Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements' in the December 3, 2009 
letter) revised to incorporate the construction-related language that DFG~OSPR and the 
DON had been using in these negotiations prior to DFG-OSPR's letter of December 3, 
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2009. This is a critical point for DON. · DON cannot agree in advance that these laws are 
relevant to activities other than construction occurring after issuance of a CERCLA 
decision document for a site (to include construction-related aspects of sampling and 
Operation & Maintenance). DON is willing to consider the potential relevance of these 
laws to other aspects of the CERCLA process. on a case-by-case basis; however, for 
purposes of finalizing an agreed-upon way forward with language to be utilized 
consistently from site to site, DON can only agree to language along the lines of what the 
parties had been utilizing in discussions prior to December 3, 2009. Consistent with the 
language set forth in DoN's November 3, 2009 comments upon DFG-OSPR's October 
29,2009 draft letter, the DON is willing to accept language concerning F&GC Sections 
1908, 2080, 3511,4700, 5050, and 5515 as follows: 

"The DON accepts Fish and Game Code Section (x) as a state ARAR subject to the 
following conditions. The State of California, through DFG-OSPR, concurs that this 
statute addresses prohibited conduct but does not provide for or prescribe affmnative 
measures to avoid a "taking." Notwithstanding the absence of specific affirmative 
measures in the statute, the DON will implement reasonable measures to ensure adequate 
protection of ecological receptors during response action construction following issuance 
of a CERCLA decision document pursuant to the DON's obligations under CERCLA to 
select removal or remedial actions that are protective of hu~an health and the 
environment (see Section 12l(b)(l) of CERCLA). The DON will coordinate with the 
State, through DFG-OSPR, prior to implementation of such reasonable measures. The 
DON understands that the State reserves the right to conduct periodic site visits during 
removal or remedial a.ctivities to confmn implementation of avoidance measures." 

Additional Comments: 

As discussed above, the following comments are meant to memorialize instances where 
the DON may disagree with something stated in DFG-OSPR's December 3, 2009letter, 
but where, unless otherwise stated, the DON (1) acknowledges that the State is of course 
free to state its position as it sees fit, and thus (2) is simply noting such disagreement for 
the record. 

1. At the end of the second paragraph under 'Background,' there is a reference to 
avoiding "harm or take of species and habitats during .... " The DON notes that, given its 
different interpretation of what is required to constitute "ta..\:e" under the F&GC, it cannot 
concede that it is taking measures to avoid "take" per se. Our preference would be to see 
this phrased along the lines of "to avoid harm (to include han:n that the State would view 
as take of species and habitat) during .... " However, we note that, in preparing this letter, 
the DON has edited out such reference to "take" where necessary to avoid stating or 
implying that the DON agrees as a formal matter that it would be implementing measures 
specifically to avoid "take" (i.e., in the introductory language immediately preceding the 
"agree to disagree" language for F&GC Section 3503). 

2. In the paragraph discussing F&GC Section 3800(a), DFG-OSPR's letter states that 
these sections "do not appear relevant to contemplated BRAC CERCLA remedial 
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actions." Comparable language appears in the paragraph discussing F&GC Section 4150. 
The DON believes the parties' negotiations have sought to encompass Navy CERCLA 
cleanups on both BRAC and active installations, and that ideally the language of DFG
OSPR's letter would reflect this (e.g., by stating that the two F&GC sections "do not 
appear relevant to CERCLA actions contemplated by the DON"). 

We hope that this letter clarifies DoN's position. Please contact us if you have any 
questions. Rex's phone number is (619)-532-0988 and Mike's phone number is (619)-
532-2312. 

Sincerely, 

~J~ 
Associate Counsel 

Copy to: 

Robert Kirkbright 
Environmental Business Line Coordinator, NA VFAC SW 

Laura Duchnak 
Director, BRAC PMO West 

V asio Gianulias 
Counsel, NA VFAC Southwest 

Walter Sandza 

MICHAEL R. WATERS 
Associate Counsel 

Environmental Restoration Product Line Coordinator, NA VFAC SW 

Lawrence Lansdale 
Environmental Program Manager, BRAC PMO West 

MichaelM.Montgon1ery 
Federal Facilities Site Cleanup Branch Chief, United States Environnlental Protection 
Agency, Region 9 

Robert Carr 
Office of Legal Counsel, United States Environnlental Protection Agency, Region 9 

Daniel T. Ward, P.E. 
Statewide DoD Cleanup Manager, Departn1ent of Toxic Substances Control 
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Robert Elliott 
Office of Legal Counsel, Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Isabella Alasti 
Senior Staff Counsel, Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Todd Thompson, P.E. 
Program Manager, DoD/Site Cleanup Program, Division of Water Quality, State Water 
Resources Control Board 

Frances L. McChesney 
Senior Staff Counsel, State Water Resources Control Board 
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California Natural Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
Office of Spill Prevention and Response 
1700 K. Street, Ste 250 
Sacramento, California 95811 
Telephone: (916) 445-9338 
www.dfq.ca.gov 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 
John McCamman, Acting Director 

December 3, 2009 

Rex Callaway and Michael R. Waters 
Department of the Navy 
Office of the General Counsel 
Counsel for Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest 
1220 Pacific Highway Room 250 
San Diego, CA 92132-55189 

Dear Mr. Callaway and Mr. Waters, 

RE: California Department of Fish and Game Laws and Regulations 

I am writing in response to your June 16, 2009 correspondence concerning California 
Department of Fish and Game, Office of Spill Prevention and Response (DFG-OSPR) 
laws and regulations proposed as Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 
(ARARs) and to confirm agreements reached during a series of five teleconference calls 
on July 8, 16, and 23; September 24; and October 30, 2009. I appreciate your efforts in 
drafting the June 16, 2009 correspondence and believe that we have been able to reach a 
reasonable resolution on the issues related to DFG-OSPR ARARs submitted for 
consideration at Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) remedial actions occurring at Department of Navy (DON) federal facilities. 

Background 

DFG-OSPR is under contract with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to 
provide regulatory oversight activities and services to implement its responsibilities during 
the environmental restoration and reuse of military bases in California. DFG-OSPR is a 
California designated state natural resource trustee pursuant to CERCLA. Congress has 
provided a limited waiver of sovereign immunity within CERLCA which allows the State to 
propose substantive state standards which are either applicable or relevant and 
appropriate to remedial actions occurring at federal facilities. DFG-OSPR has been 
submitting ARARs to DON for its consideration in implementing remedial actions pursuant 
to CERCLA and the above referenced agreement with the DTSC. 

DON and DFG-OSPR have not agreed on certain potential state ARARs that DFG-OSPR 
has identified for DON's consideration. DON sent a letter to DFG-OSPR on June 16, 
2009, which prompted a series of discussions between DON counsel (Mike Waters and 
Rex Callaway) and DFG-OSPR counsel (Wendy Johnson). We have worked to· resolve 
the disagreements and have reached the following agreements with respect to the ARARs 
that DFG-OSPR will submit to DON in the future pursuant to CERCLA section 
121 (d)(2)(A). Where no agreement as to ARARs could be reached, the DON and DFG
OSPR have prepared mutually agreed upon "agree-to-disagree" language to be 
incorporated into DON's responses to DFG-OSPR in CERCLA documents when there is 
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technical agreement on cleanup levels or measures to avoid harm or take of species and 
habitats during remedial or removal activities. 

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 

The DFG-OSPR appreciates the DON's willingness to agree that certain specific 
provisions of the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and ~ully Protected Species 
statutes are relevant and appropriate for consideration for DON cleanups pursuant to 
CERCLA. These sections are California Fish and Game Code sections 1908, 2080, 3511, 
4700, 5050, and 5515. We are willing to recognize that these statutes are not specific with 
respect to affirmative measures the DON must take to avoid "take." DFG-OSPR will 
provide DON with reasonable recommendations to avoid "take" pursuant to the above 
referenced statutes. We appreciate the DON's thoughtful consideration of the 
recommendations in light of the expertise and specialized knowledge of our staff. 

Accordingly, with respect to each of the six Code sections identified above, the DFG
OSPR agrees to the following language to be included in DON CERCLA Records of 
Decisions (RODs) and removal Action Memoranda: 

"The DON accepts Fish and Game Code Section (x) as a state ARAR subject to the 
following conditions. DFG-OSPR concurs that this statute addresses prohibited conduct 
but does not provide for or prescribe affirmative measures to avoid a "taking." 
Notwithstanding the absence of specific affirmative measures in the statute, the DON will 
implement reasonable measures to ensure adequate protection of ecological receptors 
during removal or remedial actions pursuant to the DON's obligations under CERCLA to 
select removal or remedial actions that are protective of human health and the 
environment (see Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA). The DON will coordinate with DFG
OSPR prior to implementation of such reasonable measures. The DON understands that 
DFG-OSPR reserves the right to conduct periodic site visits during removal or remedial 
activities to confirm implementation of avoidance measures." 

The DON has outlined various factors in determining whether a statute should be an 
ARAR. Factors for consideration are whether the state statute is an environmental or 
facility siting law, applicable, relevant and appropriate, more stringent than applicable 
federal laws, and consistently applied. 

Environmental or Facility Siting Law 

There does not appear to be any guidance on the types of statutes which are 
Environmental or Facility Siting Laws for purposes of determining whether they might be 
relevant and appropriate for consideration as an ARAR. Whether a statute is an 
environmental law appears to be rather vague and subject to some interpretation. DFG
OSPR has asserted various state statutes pertaining to resource protection as ARARs 
because we believe that they are location specific environmental laws due to wildlife 
resources, which occur or are likely to occur at a site. 

Applicable 

It appears that for a statute to be an ARAR, it may fall within one of two categories; it may 
be "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate." It is my understanding that to meet the 
applicability requirement; it must "specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, 
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contaminant, remedial action location or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site" per 
the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).1 DFG
OSPR agrees that the "take" statutes identified by DFG-OSPR do not appear to be 
"applicable" as defined in the NCP. 

Relevant and Appropriate 

DFG-OSPR identifies resource protection laws which may be relevant and appropriate to a 
particular site in light of the habitat, species which occur at the site, contaminants of 
concern and the remedial action contemplated. We try to reference our request that the 
Fish and Game Code (F&GC) and California Code of Regulations (CCR) sections be 
included because we believe that they are relevant and appropriate, but there may have 
been occasions in the past where memo's have requested their consideration as 
applicable or relevant and appropriate. 

The remaining F&GC sections at issue will be addressed individually for consideration of 
relevance and appropriateness. 

1. F&GC section 3003.1: This section prohibits the use of body gripping traps in catching 
mammals, dogs or cats. Trapping is typically authorized pursuant to a DFG Wildlife 
Services Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and since the DON is presumably hiring 
professionals operating pursuant to the provisions of the MOU, this section should not be 
an issue if trapping is necessary in order to implement a CERCLA cleanup. The DFG
OSPR agrees to remove this provision from the proposed ARARs table. 

2. F&GC section 3005: This section prohibits the taking of birds and mammals by poison. 
''Take" is defined by F&GC section 86 to include killing. "Poison" is not defined in the 
code. Although there is no state authority on this point, federal law recognizes that poison, 
such as Strychnine, may affect incidental taking. (Defenders of Wildlife v. Administrator, 
Environmental Protection Agency (1989) 882 F. 2d 1295). The DFG-OSPR includes this 
section to ensure that "take" by poison or contaminants present at cleanup sites does not 
occur. "Take" can occur during removal or remedial activities if contaminants are placed in 
a manner where fish and/or wildlife are exposed and avoiding "take" is a consideration for 
cleanup goals. 

Whenever possible, DFG-OSPR recommends cleanup goals approximate contaminant 
levels that have been reported to have no observed adverse effects on birds and 
mammals. However, a number of site-specific considerations must be taken into account 
(e.g., habitat quality, sensitivities of species to contaminants, environmental fate of 
contaminants, remediation feasibility etc), such that DFG-OSPR's recommended cleanup 
goal may fall between a no observed and the lowest observed effects level that has been 
reported to have a statistically significant adverse effect on biota. The DFG-OSPR 
appreciates the DON's concern with respect to consistency in determining these levels 
and will work with DON to resolve any consistency issues as they arise. However, since 
each site has a unique set of circumstances in light of the species at risk, the habitat type 

1 40 CFR Part 300.5 



Callaway and Waters 
12/3/2009 
4 
and contaminants present, cleanup goals must be selected on a site-specific basis 
following the nine balancing criteria specified in the NCP. Ultimately, the DON and state 
remedial project managers select site cleanup goals that are deemed protective of human 
health and the environment. 

Additionally, it appears that generally the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP provide a 
level of protectiveness that would not result in "take" for purposes of F&GC section 3005. 
However, there have been occasions where DFG-OSPR believes that a lowest observed 
adverse effects level could, depending upon interpretation, be considered a "take" for 
purposes of this statute, and that the DON should consider including this statute as an 
ARAR on a site-specific basis. 

Notwithstanding the above, DFG-OSPR is willing to support the following "agree-to
disagree" language in ARAR determinations when the DON and DFG-OSPR have agreed 
upon ecological cleanup levels: 

"The DON has determined that F&GC section 3005(a) is not a state ARAR because it is 
not applicable or relevant and appropriate. DFG-OSPR asserts that F&GC section 
3005(a) is a state ARAR because it is relevant and appropriate. Whereas, the DON and 
DFG-OSPR have not agreed upon whether F&GC section 3005(a) is an ARAR, this 
Record of Decision (ROD) or Action Memorandum (AM) documents each party's position 
on the statute but does not attempt to resolve the issue. However, the DFG-OSPR has 
determined that the ecological cleanup levels would substantively comply with the 
requirement and provide an acceptable level of protectiveness, DFG-OSPR does not 
intend to dispute the ROD or AM. In the event that the remedial action does not meet the 
"protectiveness" component of F&GC section 3005, DFG-OSPR reserves the right to apply 
and assert F&GC section 3005 in any future decision to revise the cleanup levels or any 
dispute regarding the cleanup." 

3. F&GC section 3503: This section prohibits the take, possession, or needless 
destruction of the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided. The DON 
believes that this section is not an ARAR because the DON would not "take" or 
"needlessly destroy'' the nest or eggs of any bird. The DON believes that "take" requires 
intent and the DON would not intend to "take" and, therefore, would not be in violation of 
the provision. The DFG-OSPR disagrees with the DON's interpretation of the definition of 
"take" and while the DON may not intend to effectuate a "take" of a bird's nest or eggs, 
remedial or construction activities associated with the cleanup may result in "take" for 
purposes of the F&GC definition. 

Notwithstanding such disagreement in interpretation, DFG-OSPR is willing to support the 
following "agree-to-disagree" language in ARAR determinations when the DON and DFG
OSPR have agreed upon measures to avoid impacts or take of special-status species and 
habitats: 

"The DON has determined that F&GC section 3503 is not a state ARAR because it is not 
applicable or relevant and appropriate. DFG-OSPR asserts that section 3503 is a state 
ARAR because it is relevant and appropriate. Whereas, the DON and DFG-OSPR have 
not agreed upon whether F&GC section 3503 is an ARAR, this ROD or AM documents 
each party's position on the statute but does not attempt to resolve the issue. 
Nonetheless, the DON agrees that it will undertake measures in order to avoid harm or 
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take of nests and eggs when there is potential that they may be impacted by remedial 
actions: (fill in specific agreed-to "take avoidance" measures). DFG-OSPR will not 
dispute the selected remedy for failure to identify F&GC section 3503 as an ARAR 
because the DFG-OSPR has determined that the mutually agreed upon measures to 
avoid impacts or take of protected species and/or habitats will result in substantive 
compliance with the state requirement." 

If the DON and DFG-OSPR cannot agree upon measures to avoid impacts to protected 
species and/or habitats, we acknowledge that the DON is reserving its rights to reject this 
requirement as an ARAR, and DFG-OSPR reserves its rights to apply and assert F&GC 
section 3503 in any future decision or any dispute regarding the take-avoidance 
measures. 

4. F&GC section 3503.5 and 3513. These sections prohibit the take, possession or 
destruction of any birds in the orders of Falconiformes, Strigiformes or Migratory Birds and 
includes the nest or eggs of any such bird. These statutes do not appear to be more 
stringent than the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). If the MBTA is an ARAR, 
then DFG-OSPR will remove this statute from the proposed ARARs table, however if the 
MBTA is not an ARAR, and migratory birds or birds of prey are likely to occur at the site 
then the DFG-OSPR will recommend this provision as an ARAR to ensure some 
protection for migratory birds or birds of prey. 

5. F&GC section 3800(a). This section prohibits the take of nongame birds, except in 
accordance with regulations of the commission. The Title 14 CCR section 475 appears to 
allow take of certain nongame birds and does not appear relevant to contemplated BRAC 
CERCLA remedial actions. DFG-OSPR will remove this statute from the proposed ARARs 
table. 

6. F&GC section 4002. This statute outlines approvable methods of take for fur-bearing 
mammals and does not appear to be relevant to contemplated CERCLA remedial actions. 
DFG-OSPR will remove this statute from the proposed ARARs table. 

7. F&GC section 4150: This statute provides that nongame mammals may not be taken 
or possessed except as provided within the code or regulations. The Title 14 CCR section 
475 appears to allow take of certain nongame mammals and does not appear relevant to 
BRAC CERCLA contemplated remedial actions. DFG-OSPR will remove this statute from 
the proposed ARARs table. 

8. F&GC section 4750: This section outlines methods of take for bears and does not 
appear to be relevant to contemplated CERCLA remedial actions. DFG-OSPR will remove 
this statute from the proposed ARARs table. 

9. F&GC section 4800: This section provides that it is unlawful to take, injure, possess, 
transport or sell any mountain lion. DFG-OSPR will continue to provide this provision as a 
proposed ARAR in the very rare occasion that a mountain lion is likely to occur at a site 
where remedial action is proposed. DFG-OSPR is willing to support the following "agree
to-disagree" language in ARAR determinations when the DON and DFG-OSPR have 
agreed upon measures to avoid harm to mountain lions: 

"The DON has determined that F&GC section 4800 is not a state ARAR because it is not 
applicable or relevant and appropriate. DFG-OSPR asserts that F&GC section 4800 is a 
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state ARAR because it is relevant and appropriate. Whereas, the DON and DFG-OSPR 
have not agreed upon whether F&GC section 4800, this ROD or AM documents each 
party's position on the statute but does not attempt to resolve the issue. 

Nonetheless, the DON agrees that it will undertake the following measures in order to 
generally avoid harm to mountain lions when there is potential that they may be impacted 
by remedial activities: (fill in specific agreed-to "take avoidance" measures). DFG-OSPR 
will not dispute the selected remedy for failure to identify F&GC section 4800 as an ARAR 
because DFG-OSPR has determined that the mutually agreed upon measures to 
generally avoid harm will result in substantive compliance with the state requirement." 

If the DON and DFG-OSPR cannot agree upon measures to generally avoid harm to 
mountain lions, we acknowledge that the DON is reserving its rights to reject this 
requirement as an ARAR, and DFG-OSPR reserves its rights to apply and assert F&GC 
section 4800 in any future decision or any dispute regarding the take-avoidance. 

10. F&GC section 8500. This provision prohibits take of tidal invertebrates for commercial 
purposes and does not appear to be relevant to contemplated CERCLA remedial actions. 
DFG-OSPR will remove this statute from the proposed ARARs table. 

11. Title 14 CCR section 40: This regulation makes it unlawful to capture, collect, 
intentionally kill or injure, any native reptile or amphibian unless under special permit from 
the DFG-OSPR. To the extent that DON will not intentionally kill or injure native reptiles or 
amphibians, this provision does not appear to be relevant and will be removed from the 
ARARs table. 

12. Title 14 CCR section 460: This regulation makes it unlawful to take fisher, marten, 
river otter, desert kit fox, and red fox. The fisher is a candidate species under status 
review for listing pursuant to CESA. The DON asserts that Title 14 CCR section 460 is not 
a state ARAR. DFG-OSPR asserts that Title 14 CCR section 460 is a state ARAR. DFG
OSPR is willing to support the following "agree-to-disagree" language in ARAR 
determinations when the DON and DFG-OSPR have agreed upon measures to avoid 
harm to fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox, and red fox: 

"The DON has determined that Title 14 CCR section 460 is not a state ARAR because it is 
not applicable or relevant and appropriate. DFG-OSPR asserts that CCR section 460 is a 
state ARAR because it is relevant and appropriate. Whereas, the DON and DFG-OSPR 
have not agreed upon whether Title 14 CCR section 460 is an ARAR, this ROD or AM 
documents each party's position on the statute but does not attempt to resolve the issue. 

Nonetheless, the DON agrees that it will undertake the following measures in order to 
generally avoid harm to fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox, and red fox when there is 
potential that they may be impacted by response action construction: (fill in specific 
agreed-to "take avoidance" measures). DFG-OSPR will not dispute the selected remedy 
for failure to identify Title 14 CCR section 460 as an ARAR because DFG-OSPR has 
determined that the mutually agreed upon measures to generally avoid harm will result in 
substantive compliance with the state requirement." 

If the DON and DFG-OSPR cannot agree upon measures to generally avoid harm, we 
acknowledge that the DON is reserving its rights to reject this requirement as an ARAR, 
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and the DFG-OSPR reserves its rights to apply and assert this statutes in any future 
decision or any dispute regarding the take-avoidance. 

13. Title 14 CCR section 472: This regulation provides a list and the manner in which 
nongame birds and nongame mammals may be taken. Since it authorizes take of certain 
nongame bird and nongame mammals and appears to provide the method of take, it does 
not appear relevant to the activities contemplated by a CERCLA remedial action. DFG
OSPR will remove this statute from the proposed ARARs table. 

Stringency 

DFG-OSPR may not be aware of some potential federal ARARs at the time that DFG
OSPR submits its proposed ARARs list to articulate a comparison of the statutes. DFG
OSPR recognizes that the DON does compare the stringency of federal ARARs to 
potential state ARARs identified by the DFG-OSPR during preparation of the Feasibility 
Studies and EEICA reports and the DFG-OSPR has an opportunity to comment on the 
DON's proposed findings and further demonstrate that its requirements are more stringent. 
DFG-OSPR believes that stringency is generally an issue when a species, which occur at 
the site, is a Fully Protected Species and listed per the Federal Endangered Species Act 
(FESA). The FESA will allow incidental take, while the Fully Protected Species statutes 
(F&GC sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515) do not authorize the DFG-OSPR to permit 
take. DFG-OSPR believes that the Fully Protected Species statutes are more stringent 
than FESA because ''take" is prohibited unless for scientific, educational or recovery 
efforts. otherwise, we have maintained that if there are no federal statutes that are 
protective of state protected species, then the state's resource protection law is more 
stringent based on the theory that the statute providing greater resource protection is more 
stringent. 

Inconsistent Application 

DFG-OSPR tries to tailor the list of state statutes that apply at CERCLA remedial actions 
in light of the location of the site, species that occur, habitat, the action contemplated, and 
the contaminants of concern. DFG-OSPR does not submit the same ARARs for every site 
because of the unique characteristics of each site. DFG-OSPR has been referencing the 
same statutes since 2001 for potential inclusion in the proposed ARARs table. We do not 
believe that statutes are applied inconsistently, except to the extent that we attempt to 
tailor the proposed ARARs list to each site as deemed appropriate per the best 
professional judgment of our biologists and toxicologists based on the specific 
characteristics of the site and action contemplated. Additionally, CERCLA appears to 
require comparisons of site specificities in assessing the relevance and appropriateness of 
state ARARs which we consider when proposing our ARARs.2 

Conclusions 

We have agreed to substantially revise our list of proposed ARARs and appreciate the 
DON's willingness to accept the six state statutes specified above as "relevant and 

2 40 CFR Part 300.400{g)(2)(i-viii) 
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appropriate" requirements. While we have reached many resolutions in our discussions, 
there is still some disagreement with respect to Fish and Game code sections 3005, 3503, 
4800 and Title 14 CCR section 460. We will continue to propose those provisions as state 
ARARs on a site-specific basis with the understanding that DON may not accept them as 
ARARs. Accordingly, we generally support incorporation of the "agree-to-disagree" 
language set forth above into Navy RODs and AMs when the Navy and DFG-OSPR have 
reached technical agreement on cleanup levels and "take avoidance" measures relating to 
the subject matter of these laws and regulations. If the Navy and DFG-OSPR cannot 
reach agreement upon the cleanup levels and measures to generally avoid harm during 
remedial or removal activities relating to the subject matter of these laws and regulations, 
we acknowledge that the Navy is reserving its rights to reject the requirement as an 
ARAR, and the DFG-OSPR reserves its rights to apply and assert state resource 
protection laws in any future decision or any dispute regarding the take-avoidance 
measures. 

Although we were able to reach these resolutions, state ARARs and cleanup goals are site 
specific and variable depending on contaminants of concern, habitat type, the remedial or 
construction activity contemplated and species which may inhabit the area. We will 
continue to carefully evaluate appropriate resource protection laws that we submit as 
ARARs at DON sites and take all of our discussions and agreements into account to 
hopefully minimize or avoid any issues related to our ARARs in the future. 

I hope that this letter attempts to clarify DFG-OSPR's response to the June 16, 2009 DON 
correspondence and clearly articulates agreements and concessions reached in our 
numerous conference calls on the issues. Please contact me if you have any questions or 
would like to discuss the issues further at (916) 324-5660 or at 
wendyjohnson@ospr.dfg.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~~nJo~~ 
Staff Counsel Ill, Spec. 
Office of Spill Prevention and Response 

cc: Michael Anderson 
Office of Spill Prevention and Response 

Robert Elliot 
Department of Toxic Substance Control 

Isabella Alasti 
Department of Toxic Substance Control 
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June 16, 2009 

Ms. Wendy Johnson, Staff Counsel II 
Office of Spill Prevention and Response 
California Department of Fish and Game 
1700 K Street, Suite 250 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Re: California Department of Fish and Game Laws and Regulations 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

Over the past several months, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) and Department of Fish and Game (CDF&G) have provided the United States 
Department of Navy (DoN) with lists of State of California "takings" statutes and 
regulations that have been identified by CDF&G as potential State "applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements" (ARARs) for DoN cleanups pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)(40 
CFR Part 300). The lists have included, inter alia, California Fish and Game Code 
Sections 1908, 2080, 3003.1, 3005(a), 3503, 3503.5, 3511, 3513, 3800(a), 4002,4150, 
4700,4750,4800, 5050, 5515, and 8500, and Cal. Code Regs. title 14 Sections 40,460, 
465, and 472. 

These lists have been provided to DoN for both BRAC and active installations. DoN has 
subsequently proposed to reject several of these requirements as potential ARARs and 
this has, in tum, generated additional CDF&G commentary. The purpose of this letter is 
to set forth DoN' s general response to these lists and comments and offer a proposed 
resolution. 

As an initial matter, DoN believes that it is valid to question whether any of the 
"takings" -based requirements identified by the State qualify as State ARARs under 
federal law for reasons set forth below. Nonetheless, DoN is willing to exercise its 
discretion to accept the State laws and regulations that protect federal and/or state 
endangered, threatened, rare, or fully protected species as State ARARs (California Fish 
and Game Code Sections 1908, 2080, 3511,4700, 5050, and 5515). DoN is willing to do 
so because it supports the State's policies of providing special protections to specified 
fish, wildlife, and plant species because of their special ecological, educational, historical, 
recreational, esthetic, economic, and scientific value to the people of this state. See Fish 



and Game Code Sections 2051 and 2052. This is consistent with and supports DoN' s 
requirements for adequately addressing ecological risk and protection of the environment. 
However, DoN does not believe that this policy is served by other State "takings" laws 
and regulations that apply to species that have not been identified by the State as 
warranting the special protections afforded by the State laws and regulations protecting 
federal and/or state endangered, threatened, rare, or fully protected species. 1 

The following discussion addresses the question of whether or not the "takings" laws and 
regulations identified by CDF&G may qualify as State ARARs. CERCLA provides that 
a federal or State law or regulation must be an environmental or facility siting law or 
regulation in order to qualify as an ARAR. DoN must also evaluate whether a particular 
federal or state law or regulations is "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" in order to 
determine whether or not it constitutes an ARAR (See Section 121(d) of CERCLA). In 
addition, a State requirement must be more stringent than its federal counterpart(s) in 
order to be accepted as a State ARAR. 

Environmental or Facility Siting Requirement. 

DoN has reviewed the laws and regulations identified by CDF&G and has concluded that 
California Fish and Game Code Sections 1908,2080, 3511,4700,5050, and 5515 are 
environmental laws and regulations addressing environmental protection and satisfy this 
threshold CERCLA ARAR requirement. DoN has also concluded that the California 
Fish and Game Code Sections 3003.1, 3005(a), 3503, 3503.5, 3513, 3800(a), 4002,4150, 
4750, 4800, and 8500, and Cal. Code Regs. title 14 Sections 40,460, 465, and 472 
regulate hunting, fishing, trapping, commercial trade, and wildlife management activities 
(e.g., use of pest and predator control poisons) and are not environmental requirements. 
DoN further reviews below whether or not these requirements would otherwise qualify as 
State ARARs if they were deemed to be environmental requirements. 

Applicable: 

DoN has addressed the potential applicability of all of the statutory provisions and 
regulations cited above and determined that there has been no waiver of sovereign 
immunity for those requirements under the federal Endangered Species Act, and that they 
are, therefore, not "applicable" ARARs. The text of several of our recent proposed 
ARAR determinations was not clear on this point so DoN will clarify its determinations 
to make it clear that DoN is referring to the lack of waiver in the federal Endangered 
Species Act rather than CERCLA. 

In making this assertion, DoN does not mean to suggest that there is no waiver of 
sovereign immunity within CERCLA, or that, accordingly, the Navy would never under 

1 
DoN notes that the Court in DFG v. Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District, 8 Cal.App.4th 1554, 11 

Cal.Rptr.2d 222 (1992) analyzed "take" under the Fish and Game Code specifically with respect to a state
listed endangered species, and, accordingly, believes the holding must be considered dicta with respect to 
Code sections concerning non-listed species. 

2 



any circumstances have to comply with certain State requirements. For example, DoN 
acknowledges that the United States is potentially liable under CERCLA to the same 
extent as non-governmental entities, as discussed in Shell Oil Company, 294 F.3d 1045 
(Ninth Cir. 2002). Furthermore, DoN of course acknowledges the need to comply with 
ARARs per Section 121(d) of CERCLA. We trust this clarification will satisfy any 
concerns CDF&G has expressed in its comments with respect to the question of 
sovereign immunity generally. 

Relevant and Appropriate: 

DoN has evaluated each specific requirement identified by CDF&G pursuant to the eight 
factors for determining whether or not a requirement is "relevant and appropriate" that 
are set forth in 40 CFR Section 300.400(g)(2) of the NCP.2 DoN has determined that 
several of the statutory provisions and regulations identified by CDF&G are not 
potentially "relevant and appropriate", because they do not address problems or situations 
sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the release or response action alternatives and 
are not well-suited to the site based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP. These requirements are California Fish and Game 
Code Sections 3003.1, 3005(a), 3503, 3503.5, 3513, 3800(a), 4002, 4150, 4750,4800, 
and 8500, and Cal. Code Regs. title 14 Sections 40, 460,465, and 472. 

DoN has also determined that other provisions identified by CDF&G do constitute 
potential State ARARs based upon the criteria set forth in Subsection 300.400(g)(2)(viii) 
of the NCP if they satisfy other CERCLA and NCP requirements for identification of 
State ARARs. These requirements are California Fish and Game Code Sections 1908, 
2080, 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515.3 

The requirements ofFish and Game Code Sections 3003.1, 3005(a), 3503, 3503.5, 3513, 
3800(a), 4002, 4150,4750, 4800, and 8500, and Cal. Code Regs. title 14 Sections 40, 
460, 465, and 472 are not "relevant and appropriate" based upon Section 300.430(g)(2)(i) 
and (iv) of the NCP for the following reasons. CERCLA response actions are intended to 
respond to releases of hazardous substances in order to protect human health and the 
environment including environmental receptors such as the species addressed in the 
statutory provisions and regulations cited by CDF&G. 

In contrast, the purpose of the State statutory provisions and regulations cited above are 
to regulate and set forth conditions for the "taking" of the species addressed by those 
requirements in the course of traditional hunting, fishing, trapping, commercial trade, and 
wildlife management activities (e.g., use of pest and predator control poisons). 

2 
Note that there is no requirement in Subsection 300.400(g)(2) of the NCP that the Navy make specific 

findings for each of the eight factors listed in Subsection 300.400(g)(2)(i) through (viii) for each potential 
State ARAR). The factors are to be examined "where pertinent," with pertinence "depending, in part, on 
whether a requirement addresses a chemical, location, or action." 
3 The Navy notes that these laws and regulations would not constitute ARARs if the species addressed by 
the requirements are not present at a site. 

3 



Moreover, that purpose is achieved through the regulation of intentional conduct directed 
at the species as opposed to incidental "take" (or possession, etc.) of species in the course 
of lawful activity. The focus on intentional conduct is not well-suited to the 
circumstances at CERCLA sites, where any potential injury to the species addressed by 
these requirements (assuming arguendo the potential for such harm) would occur only 
unintentionally. Furthermore, since the provisions and regulations cited above regulate 
the "taking" of particular species, it follows that their purpose is not protection of those 
species per se; rather, the requirements (for example, Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 4150) 
protect given species only until the conditions under which "take" is lawful have been 
met. Conversely, for species listed as federal and/or state endangered, threatened, rare, or 
fully protected, the mandate to protect is more comprehensive. 

To summarize, the purposes of these State requirements and the actions that they regulate 
do not include responding to releases of hazardous substances. Therefore, they are not 
"relevant and appropriate" based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsections 
300.400(g)(2)(i) and (iv) of the NCP. DoN's ecological risk assessment process takes 
into account representative environmental receptors for the site and final 
remediation/cleanup goals will ensure that they are adequately protected from exposure 
to CERCLA hazardous substances that present unacceptable risk. 

The provisions of California Fish and Game Code Sections 1908, 2080, 3511, 4 700, 
5050, and 5515 regulating federal and/or state endangered, threatened, rare, or fully 
protected species are potentially "relevant and appropriate" ARARs that are well-suited to 
the site based upon the pertinent provisions of Subsection 300.400(g)(2)(viii) of the NCP. 
DoN has considered the use or potential use of affected resources pursuant to Subsection 
300.400(g)(2)(viii) and believes that these protected biological resources are significant 
resources in contrast to species that are not federal and/or state endangered, rare, or fully 
protected species. The protection of state endangered, threatened, rare, or fully protected 
species helps ensure that vulnerable species are protected, thus promoting crucial 
biodiversity, and that they can be "used" in the sense that they continue to provide their 
unique value to the people of the state of California. Species that are not state 
endangered, threatened, rare, or fully protected are not used in this manner. 

As the California Legislature has stated at Section 2051 (c) of the Fish and Game Code, 
"(threatened or endangered) species of fish, wildlife, and plants are of ecological, 
educational, historical, recreational, esthetic, economic, and scientific value to the people 
of this state, and the conservation, protection, and enhancement of these species and their 
habitat is of statewide concern." Section 2052 of the Fish and Game Code goes on to 
state that "it is the policy of the state to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance any 
endangered species or any threatened species and its habitat and that it is the intent of the 
Legislature, consistent with conserving the species, to acquire lands for habitat for these 
species." 

4 
Note that Section 86 states that "take" means not only "hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill," but also an 

"attempt" to perform such actions, with "attempt" having meaning only in the context of intentional action. 
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DoN agrees with these policy statements and believes that it is appropriate for purposes 
of ARARs analysis to view rare and fully protected species as possessing comparable 
significance. Accordingly, as stated above, DoN stresses its belief that the relevance and 
appropriateness of California Fish and Game Code Sections 1908, 2080, 3511, 4 700, 
5050, and 5515 is tied to the unique and significant status ofthe species in question. By 
that same token, the species regulated by Fish and Game Code Sections 3003.1, 3005(a), 
3503, 3503.5, 3513, 3800(a), 4002,4150, 4750,4800, and 8500, and Cal. Code Regs. 
title 14 Sections 40, 460, 465, and 472 are not significant resources in the way that 
federal and/or state endangered, threatened, rare, or fully protected species are. Certain 
species have been designated by the State as being of greater significance and concern, 
and, by extension, those species which the State of California has not seen fit to provide 
with special protection are not of comparable significance or concern. Therefore, DoN 
believes it is appropriate to distinguish between protected species and non-protected 
species for purposes of ARARs determinations. 

Stringency: 

The CDF&G has asserted that the statutes and regulations it has identified as 
potential State ARARs are more stringent than federal ARARs. However, 
CDF&G has not made a meaningful demonstration comparing these State requirements 
to federal ARARs and documenting that the State requirements are more stringent. This 
problem is compounded by the very general nature of the language in the State 
requirements identified by CDF&G and the lack of explanation as to how they would be 
interpreted and applied to DoN cleanups if they were ARARs. The State has the burden 
of proving greater stringency under Section 300.400(g)(4) of the NCP. While DoN is 
willing to accept certain proposed State ARARs as a matter of policy, we believe that the 
State has not met that burden for any of the identified requirements. 

Inconsistent Application: 

A determination that a State requirement is either "applicable" or "relevant and 
appropriate" does not end the analysis of potential ARAR requirements required by 
CERCLA and the NCP. A requirement must also have been consistently applied 
throughout the State. DoN recently began to receive from DTSC and CDF&G lists of 
whole new categories of State laws and regulations that had not been identified in the 
past by the State as potential ARARs. These lists have been submitted on an intermittent 
and irregular basis. Most of these laws and regulations were enacted and promulgated 
many years ago but were not identified as potential ARARs over the long history of 
DoN' s cleanup program from the late 1980s until the "new" lists began to be submitted 
less than two years ago. Many of them are "takings" laws and regulations regulating the 
hunting and collecting of various types of plants and animals and do not apply on their 
face to remediation or construction. To DoN' s knowledge, they are not applied by the 
state to non-federal construction activity. 

These inconsistencies are potentially significant enough to support an ARAR waiver 
pursuant to Section 121(d)(4)(E) ofCERCLA if the requirements were determined to be 

5 



State .ARAR.s. Howe.-, at this time, DoN is not pursuing such a waiver in order to 
em ... in a dialogue ~tb DTSC aud CDF&G in an effort to seek a C0D1eD1W1 regarding 
federal and/or state~ threatened, nre, or fully protected species (see above). 

We hope that thislettci' clarifies DoN's position. Please contact us if you have any 
qUCitioaa or if you woWd like to meet in the near future to discuss the path forward. 
Rex's phone number ia (619)-S32-0988 and Mike's phone number is (619)-S32-2312. 

Rex Callaway 

Cripyto: 

Robert Elliott, DTSC Counsel 
IaabeUa Aluti, DTSC ;Counsel 

Sincerely, 

Mike Waters 

Robert Kirkbript, Environmental Business Line Coordinator, NA VF AC Southwest 
Lama Duchnak, Director, BRAC PMO West 
Vllio GiaDulias, Counsel, NA VF AC Southwest 
Walter Smdza, Environmental Restoration Product Line Coordinator, NA VF AC 

Southwest · 
Lawrence Lansdale, Environmental Program Manager, BRAC PMO 

6 
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Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

July 23, 2012 
File: DoD - Marine Corps Logistics Base 

Ralph Pearce, MCLB Environmental Project Manager 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
1200 Pacific Highway, Code OPCE.MN 
San Diego, CA 92132 

IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL STATE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND 
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
FEASIBILITY STUDY (RIIFS) FOR OPERABLE UNIT 7, MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE 
BARSTOW, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water Board) staff have 
received your letter requesting the Identification of Potential State Applicable or Relevant and 
Appropriate Requirements (AAARs) for the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 
for Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow, dated May 23, 2012. 

Water Board staff have identified potential State Water Board ARAAs for OU 7, 17 sites, at 
MCLB Barstow, which are included in the attached tables. 

The Navy enclosed the Feasibility Study (FS) Background Report for OU7 to assist Water Board 
staff in identifying potential State Water Board AAARs for OU 7. Our office understands that the 
Draft AI/FS for OU 7 will be submitted in the future to our office for our review. Therefore, our 
comments on the FS Background Report will be incorporated with our comments to the Draft 
Feasibility Study under a separate letter. 

We look forward to working with you in a manner that protects water quality and the 
environment. Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (760) 
241~7377 or Cindi Mitton P.E., Senior Engineer, at (760) 241-7413. 

Enclosure: Table 1 
cc: Phillip Ramsey, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Sue Hakim, DTSC 
Nova Clite, OTIE 
Jim Bustamante, MCLB 

OP\nn\DOD Folder\MCLB\OU-7\MCLB OU 7, ld of ARARs, 7-20-2012.doc 
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Table 1 

Standard, ARARs or 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
1a Porter- Water Quality Applicable Establishes beneficial uses for Each Regional 

Cologne Control Plan (Basin surface and groundwaters in the Water Board Basin 
Water Quality Plan) for the region. Plan identifies 
Control Act Lahontan RWQCB beneficial uses of 
(California (Chapter 2- affected water 
Water Code Beneficial Uses). bodies. OU 7 is 
Sections located within Lower 
13240, 13241, Mojave River Valley 
13242, Groundwater Basin 
13243) No. 6-40, Table 2-2, 

and Lower Mojave 
Hydrologic Area No. 
628.50, Table 2-1. 

1b Porter- Water Quality Applicable Establishes water quality objectives, Specific narrative 
Cologne Control Plan (Basin including narrative and numerical and numerical water 
Water Quality Plan) for the standards that protect the beneficial quality objectives for 
Control Act Lahontan RWQCB uses of surface and ground waters in groundwater are 
(California (Chapters 3 - the region. Establishes waste described on page 
Water Code Water Quality discharges prohibitions. Describes 3-11 . Any activity, 
Sections Objectives and 4 - implementation plans and other including setting 
13240, 13241, Implementation). control measures designed to ensure cleanup levels or 
13242, compliance with water quality allowing a new 
13243) objectives. discharge of 

contaminated 
soils/groundwater or 
in-situ treatment or 
containment of 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
contaminated soils 
that may affect 
water quality must 
not result in water 
quality exceeding 
water quality 
objectives. 

2 Porter- State Water Relevant Policy establishing criteria promoting Applies to 
Cologne Resources Control and use of recycled water and applies, groundwater 
Water Quality Board Resolution appropriate among other activities, to actions extracted by 
Control Act No. 2009-0011 that result in discharge of treated groundwater 
(California water. treatment system. 
Water Code 
Sections 
13140) 

3 Porter- State Water Applicable Requires that high quality surface Applies to 
Cologne Resources Control and ground waters be maintained to discharges of waste 
Water Quality Board Resolution the maximum extent possible. to waters, including 
Control Act No. 68-16 ("Anti- Degradation of waters will be discharges to soil 
(California degradation allowed (or allowed to remain) only if that may affect 
Water Code Policy"). it is consistent with the maximum surface or 
Sections benefit to the people of the state, groundwaters and 
13000, 13140, does not unreasonably affect present plume movement. 
13263, and anticipated beneficial uses, and In-situ cleanup 
13304) does not result in water quality less levels for 

than that prescribed in RWQCB and contaminated 
SWRCB policies. If degradation is ground waters must 
allowed, the discharge must meet be set at 
best practicable treatment or control, background level, 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
which must prevent pollution or unless allowing 
nuisance and result in the highest continued 
water quality consistent with degradation is 
maximum benefit to the people of the consistent with the 
state. maximum benefit of 

the people of the 
state. If degradation 
of waters is allowed, 
or allowed to 
remain, the 
discharge must 
meet best practical 
treatment or control 
standards, and 
result in the highest 
water quality 
possible that is 
consistent with the 
maximum benefit to 
the people of the 
state. In no case 
may water quality 
objectives be 
exceeded. 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
4 Porter- State Water Applicable Establishes requirements for Applies to all 

Cologne Resources Control investigation and cleanup and groundwater and 
Water Quality Board Resolution abatement of discharges. Among soil remedial 
Control Act No. 92-49 (As other requirements, dischargers actions. 
(California amended April 21 , must clean up and abate the effects 
Water Code 1994) of discharges in a manner that Remedial 
Sections promotes the attainment of either alternatives 
13000, 13140, background water quality, or the best evaluated must 
13240, 13260, water quality that is reasonable if consider attainment 
13263, 13267, background water quality cannot be of the highest water 
13300, 13304, restored. Requires the application of quality that is 
13307) Title 23, CCR, Section 2550.4, economically and 

requirements to cleanups. technically 
achievable and 
protects beneficial 
uses. Used to 
establish soil 
cleanup levels 
protective of 
groundwater and 
surface water. 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
5 Porter- State Water Applicable Specifies that, with certain Establishes 

Cologne Resources Control exceptions, all ground and surface exception criteria for 
Water Quality Board Resolution waters must have the beneficial use determining 
Control Act No. 88-63 of municipal or domestic water dedesignation; 
(California ("Sources of supply. however, it is not a 
Water Code Drinking Water self-implementing 
Sections Policy") (as mechanism for de-
13000, 13140, contained in the designating MUN 
13240) RWQCB's Water uses. The 

Quality Control appropriate vehicle 
Plan) to de-designate 

uses is a Basin Plan 
amendment. 
Groundwater 
beneath OU 7 is 
designated with the 
beneficial Municipal 
and Domestic 
Supply (MUN) Use. 

6 California Title 22, CCR, Applicable Requirements for public water The MCLs and 
Safe Drinking Section 64400 et systems. Includes Maximum SMCLs are 
Water Act seq. Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and incorporated into the 
(California Secondary Maximum Contaminant Basin Plan and are 
Health & Levels (SMCLs). Compliance with the numerical water 
Safety Code State MCLs that are more stringent quality objectives 
Section 401 0 than the federal MCLs, or address that apply to 
et seq.) constituents not addressed by Chemical 

federal MCLs is required. Constituents in 
Qroundwater in the 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
Indian Wells Valley 
Groundwater Basin 
No. 6-54. 

7 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Applies to waste discharged to land Applies to waste 
Cologne Section 20080(g), for treatment, storage or disposal management units 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, that may affect water quality. (areas where waste 
Control Act Section 251 O(g) Requires monitoring only; however, was discharged) that 
(California if water quality is threatened, were closed, 
Water Code Note that whether corrective action consistent with Title abandoned, or 
Sections the requirements of 27 or Title 23 is required inactive on or before 
13140-13147 Title 27 or Title 23 November 27, 1984 
13172, 13260 apply will depend (the effective date of 
13263, 13267 on whether waste the revised Title 27 I 
13304). is designated or Title 23 regulations). 

hazardous 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
8 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Actions taken by public agencies to Applies to 

Cologne Section 20090( d) clean up unauthorized releases are remediation and 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR. generally exempt from Title 27/ Title monitoring of sites. 
Control Act Section 23. Before action, waste 
(California 2511 (d) Exception: Wastes removed from must be classified 
Water Code immediate place of release and and disposed of 
Sections discharged to land must be managed consistent with its 
13140-13147, in accordance with classification classification. 
13172, 13260, (Title 27, CCR, Section 20200/ Title 
13263, 13267, 23, CCR, Section 2520) and siting Applies to remedial 
13304). requirements of Title 27 or Title 23. actions intended to 

contain such wastes 
Exception: Wastes contained or left at the place of 
in place must comply with Title 27 or release. 
Title 23 to the extent feasible. 

9 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires that designated waste be Applies to 
Cologne Section, 20200(c), discharged to Class I or Class II discharges of 
Water Quality 20210 waste management units. designated waste 
Control Act (nonhazardous 
(California waste that could 
Water Code cause degradation 
Sections of surface or 
13140-13147 groundwaters) to 
13172, 13260, land for treatment, 
13263, storage, or disposal. 
13269). 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
10 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires detection monitoring. Applies to all areas 

Cologne Section 20385, Once a significant release has in which waste has 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, occurred, evaluation or corrective been discharged to 
Control Act Section 2550.1 action monitoring is required. land to determine 
(California the threat to water 
Water Code quality. 
Sections 
13140-13147, 
13172, 13260 
13263, 13267, 
13269). 

11 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Where groundwater monitoring is Applies to all areas 
Cologne Sections 20385- required under 2510 or 2511 of Ch in which waste has 
Water Quality 20435 Title 23, 15 (and equivalent for Title 27), been discharged to 
Control Act CCR, Section applies to authorized waste land to determine 
(California 2550. management units as well as the threat to water 
Water Code unauthorized discharges of waste to quality. 
Sections land and to closed abandoned or 
13140-13147, inactive units. 
13172, 13260 
13263, 13267, 
13269). 

12 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires establishment of a water Applies to all areas 
Cologne Section 20390, quality protection standard consisting in which waste has 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, of a list of constituents of concern, been discharged to 
Control Act Section 2550.2 concentration limits, compliance land where 
(California monitoring points and all monitoring groundwater is 
Water Code points. This section further specifies threatened and/or 
Sections the time period that the standard impacted. 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
13140-13147, shall apply. 
13172, 13260 
13263, 13267, 
13269). 

13 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires development of a list of Applies to all areas 
Cologne Section 20395, constituents of concern which in which waste has 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, include all waste constituents that been discharged to 
Control Act Section 2550.3 are reasonably expected to be land where 
(California present in the soil from discharges to groundwater is 
Water Code land, and could adversely affect threatened and/or 
Sections water quality. impacted. 
13140-13147, 
13172, 13260 
13263, 13267, 
13269). 

14 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Concentration limits must be Applies in setting 
Cologne Section 20400 established for groundwater, surface groundwater 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, water, and the unsaturated zone. cleanup levels for all 
Control Act Section 2550.4. Must be based on background, equal discharges of waste 
(California to background, or for corrective to land. 
Water Code actions, may be greater than 
Sections background, not to exceed the lower 
13140-13147, of the applicable water quality 
13172, 13260, objective or the concentration 
13263, 13267, technologically or economically 
13304). achievable. Specific factors must be 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
considered in setting cleanup 
standards above background levels. 

15 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires identification of the point of Applies to all areas 
Cologne Section 20405, compliance, hydraulically down in which waste has 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, gradient from the area where waste been discharged to 
Control Act Section 2550.5 was discharged to land. land where 
(California groundwater is 
Water Code threatened. 
Sections 
13140-13147, 
13172, 13260 
13263, 13267' 
13269). 

16 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires monitoring for compliance Applies to soil and 
Cologne Section 20410, with remedial action objectives for groundwater 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, three years from the date of remedial actions. 
Control Act Section 2550.6 achieving cleanup standards. 
(California 
Water Code 
Sections 
13140"13147, 
13172, 13260, 
13263, 13267, 
13304). 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
17 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires general soil, surface water, Applies to all areas 

Cologne Section 20415 and ground water monitoring. at which waste has 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, been discharged to 
Control Act Section 2550.7 land. 
(California 
Water Code 
Sections 
13140-13147, 
13172, 13260, 
13263, ~3267, 
13304). 

18 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires detection monitoring to Applies to all areas 
Cologne Section 20420, determine if a release has occurred. where waste has 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, been discharged to 
Control Act Section 2550.8. land and 
(California groundwater is 
Water Code threatened. 
Sections 
13140-13147, 
13172, 13260 
13263, 13267, 
13269). 

19 Porter- Title, 27, CCR, Applicable Requires an assessment of the Applies to areas at 
Cologne Section 20425, nature and extent of the release, which monitoring 
Water Quality Title, 23, CCR, including a determination of the results show 
Control Act Section 2550.9. spatial distribution and concentration measurably 
(California of each constituent. significant evidence 
Water Code of a release. 
Sections 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
13140-13147, 
13172, 13260, 
13263, 13267, 
13304). 

20 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable Requires implementation of Applies to all 
Cologne Section 20430 corrective action measures that groundwater and 
Water Quality Title 23, CCR, ensure that cleanup levels (i.e., remedial activities, 
Control Act Section water quality protection standard and soil cleanup 
(California 2550.10 established under section 2550.2 of activities, if water 
Water Code Title 23) are achieved throughout the quality is threatened. 
Sections zone affected by the release by 
13140-13147, removing the waste constituents or 
13172, 13260, treating them in place. Source 
13263, 13267, control may be required. Also 
13269). requires monitoring to determine the 

effectiveness of the corrective 
actions. 

21 Porter- Title 27, CCR, Applicable General closure requirements, Applies to partial or 
Cologne Section 20950; including continued maintenance of final closure of 
Water Quality 22207 (a); 22212 waste containment, drainage waste management 
Control Act (a), and 22222. controls, and groundwater units. 
(California monitoring throughout the closure 
Water Code Title 23, CCR, and post-closure maintenance 
Sections Section periods. 
13140-13147, 2550.0 (b); 2580; 
13172, 13260, 2580_(_f). 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
13263, 13267, 
13269). 

22 Porter- Title27CCR Applicable (2) Performance Standards -The Applicable to 
Cologne Section 20950 performance standards applicable to excavated soil to 
Water Quality (a)(2)(B) closure of a Unit and, for Units that determine partial or 
Control Act are not clean-closed, applies to post- final closure of 
(California closure maintenance. waste management 
Water Code (B) Unit Clean-Closed - for Units that units. 
Sections are clean-closed, the goal of closure 
13140-13147, is to physically remove all waste and 
13172, 13260, contaminated materials from the Unit 
13263, 13267, and from its underlying and 
13269). surrounding environs, such that the 

waste in the Unit no longer poses a 
threat to water quality. Successful 
completion of clean-closure 
eliminates the need for any post-
closure maintenance period and 
removes the Unit from being subject 
to the SWRCB-promulgated 
requirements of this subdivision. 



Standard, ARARs or 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Umitation Description Comments 
23 Staff Report "A Compilation of To Be Provides guidance on selecting A To Be Considered 

of the State Water Quality Considered numerical values to implement guidance that is 
Water Goals" narrative water quality objectives useful for selecting 
Resources contained in the Basin Plan. appropriate 
Control Board numerical values for 

cleanup levels and 
discharge limits. 
The numerical 
values contained in 
the staff report may 
be applicable, 
relevant and 
appropriate, or to be 
considered, 
depending on the 
source of the values. 

24 Porter- California Applicable Both bulletins are theCA Well Applies to sites 
Cologne Department of Standards which establishes where such actions 
Water Quality Water Resources standards for the construction and involve construction 
Control Act abandonment of water wells, or abandonment of 
(California Water Well including monitoring, injection, and wells and 
Water Code Standards Bulletin extraction wells, as well as exploratory borings. 
Sections 74-81 and Water exploratory boring. Requires wells to 
13700-13755, Well Standards be installed by persons possessing a 
13800-13806) Supplemental valid C-57 Water Well Drilling 

Bulletin 7 4-90 Contractor license. 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
25 Porter- "Notification of Applicable Establishes notification requirements Applies to all sites 

Cologne Owners" for the primary or active responsible where the primary or 
Water Quality discharger. active responsible 
Control Act discharger proposes 
(California cleanup or site 
Water Code closure proposals. 
Section Includes 
13307.1 requirements when 

the regional boards 
find that a property 
is not suitable for 
unrestricted use at 
the time when site 
closure is requested. 

26 The Safe Title 22, CCR, Applicable Prohibits the discharge of significant Applies to all sites if 
Drinking Section 12000 et amount of a known carcinogen or hazardous 
Water and seq. reproductive toxin into any source of substances that are 
Toxic drinking water or onto land where it known to the state 
Enforcement may pass into a source of drinking cause cancer or to 
Act of 1986 water. Establishes a promulgated be a reproductive 
(Proposition list of chemicals subject to the toxicant are found 
65) discharge prohibition and regulatory during the initial 

levels defining a significant amount study phase. 
for many of these chemicals. 
Requires a filing of Proposition 65 
notice if hazardous substances that 
are known to the state cause cancer 
or to be a reproductive toxicant are 
found. The State Office of 



Standard, ARARsor 
Requirement, To Be 
Criterion, or Considered 

# Source Limitation Description Comments 
Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) under the 
California EPA (Cai/EPA) is lead 
agency under this act. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY MULTIPLE SITES, OPERABLE UNIT 7  

MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW 
BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

DATED AUGUST 2012 

DCN: NRS-2236-0004-0016 

Comments Provided By:  

Kimberly C. Day, Ph.D. 
Staff Toxicologist 
Human and Ecological Risk Office (HERO) 
Department of Toxic Substances 
8800 Cal Center Drive 
Sacramento, California 95826-3200 

Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc. and SES 

DCN: NRS-2236-0004-0009 

Date Comments Received:  October 24, 2012 Response: June 2013 

General Comments   

Comment 1.  Soil Gas Reporting Units.  Throughout Section 2 of the 
Feasibility Study (FS) report the following units are used when reporting 
soil gas sample results:  µg/L, ppmv, and ppbv.  There is no 
consistency in the reporting unit that is used for soil gas results 
between the various sites.  For consistency, please use only one 
reporting unit for all soil gas sample results.  HERO recommends using 
µg/m3 as the reporting unit.  Please revise the text in Section 2 and the 
entire FS report accordingly. 

Response 1.  Section 2.0 is a compilation of background information from 
multiple documents.  As such, the units/quantities reflect the information 
provided or used in these documents. DON will include µg/m3 in the text of 
the FS (in addition to the ppbv or ppmv). 

Comment 2.  Land Use Assumptions. The industrial land use scenario 
is the current land use for all sites in the FS report. Since an industrial 
land use scenario is used as the basis for the proposed remediation 
objectives and remedial goals, the Base Master Plan should indicate 
reevaluation for unrestricted land use is required if future land use 
changes, particularly with respect to exposure to soil and the vapor 
intrusion pathway. 

Response 2.  DON concurs with the DTSC. The Base Master Plan will 
indicate that reevaluation for unrestricted land use is required if future 
land use changes, particularly with respect to exposure to soil and the 
vapor intrusion pathway. 
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Comment 3.  Vapor Intrusion Assessment. The vapor intrusion to 
indoor air pathway was not considered when evaluating whether a site 
should undergo further remediation.  Six of the twelve sites deemed a 
non-actionable site have detected soil gas concentrations above a risk-
based industrial land use scenario screening level for tetrachloroethene 
(PCE) (2,100 µg/m3 / 0.31 ppmv  / 2.1 µg/L) and trichloroethene (TCE), 
(3,000 µg/m3 / 0.56 ppmv / 3.0 µg/L).  The current land description and use 
for five of the six sites is unpaved, paved or vacant site.  None of these 
sites are currently being used; however, site CAOC 10.4 is a general store 
and office space, according to Table 2-1.  PCE was detected in soil gas at 
a concentration of 76,500 µg/m3 at CAOC 9.6, at a concentration of 31,400 
µg/m3 at CAOC 10.37, at a concentration of 8,140 µg/m3 at CAOC 10.4, 
and at concentrations of 104,462 µg/m3 and 1,092,100 µg/m3 at CAOC 
10.49.  At CAOC 10.12, TCE was detected in soil gas ranging from 86,826 
µg/m3 to 156,693 µg/m3. Under current site conditions, the vapor intrusion 
to indoor air pathway is not complete for sites without existing buildings, 
i.e., CAOCs 9.6, 10.37, 10.12, 10.49.  However, if buildings are 
constructed in the future on these sites, vapor intrusion would be a 
potentially complete exposure pathway.  The Base Master Plan should 
indicate that if buildings are constructed on these sites, a vapor intrusion 
evaluation is required to ensure protection of building occupants due to the 
high concentrations of VOCs previously detected in soil gas.  Please see 
General Comment 18a regarding HERO's recommendation for CAOC 
10.4.  Briefly, the detected soil gas concentration of PCE and an estimated 
indoor air concentration are approximately 3.8-times greater than the 1 × 
10-6 screening level for the industrial scenario. 

Response 3.  DON concurs with the DTSC that if buildings are constructed 
in the future on CAOCs 9.6, 10.37, 10.12, 10.49, vapor intrusion should be 
considered a potentially complete exposure pathway.  As such, the Base 
Master Plan will indicate that reevaluation for unrestricted land use is 
required if future land use changes.    
 
For CAOC 10.4, Johnson and Ettinger (J&E) modeling was conducted for, 
using the highest concentrations of the detected soil gas VOCs for CAOC 
10.4.  The results of the JE modeling are summarized in Appendix G.  Total 
risks were calculated to range from 1.0x10-6 to 4.8x10-8, based on DTSC 
and USEPA toxicity criteria, respectively.  As such, the modeling indicates 
that there is no risk to the present workers at the existing building.  
However, similar to the other areas, the Base Master Plan will indicate that 
if the use in this area changes in the future, a vapor intrusion evaluation will 
be required to ensure protection of building occupants due to the previous 
detection of soil gas VOCs in these areas. 
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Comment 4.  When discussing the soil gas sample results in Section 2, 
the following statement is frequently used, "Only [x compound] exceeded 1 
ppmv".  Please clarify the bases for comparing results to 1 ppmv.  Please 
note that 1 ppmv is not a risk based concentration and the cancer risk and 
noncancer hazard associated with 1 ppmv varies depending on the 
compound.  Comparing soil gas results to 1 ppmv provides no helpful 
information and HERO recommends that this comparison be removed from 
the text in Section 2. Examples of this comparison can be found on pages 
2-10, 2-53 (2-51), and 2-66 (2-64). 

Response 4. DON concurs with DTSC.   These sections will be revised to 
eliminate any reference to 1 ppmv or “x” µg/m3 since these are not 
comparison criteria or screening levels.    

Comment 5. Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) and Preliminary 
Remediation Goals (PRGs). Throughout the FS report, the text 
discusses whether soil gas or soil concentrations are less than or 
greater than the USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) or 
Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs). HERO has the following 
comments. 

Response 5. Please see individual responses below. 

a.  Soil.  In 2008 the USEPA RSLs replaced the PRGs.  Please review 
the document for consistency with respect to referencing RSL and 
PRG screening levels for soil since the PRGs are no longer being 
used. 

Response 5a  
A number of documents referenced in the FS predate the issuance of RSLs. 
However, in response to the DTSC’s comment, Table 2-2 summarizes the 
PRGs and RSLs for an industrial use scenario (which is the 
current/anticipated use for all the sites).  Although there are differences in 
PRGs and RSLs, the use of the RSLs is not expected to change the 
conclusions in the FS report.  The FS will be revised and references to 
PRGs will be changed to RSLs.  
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b. Soil Gas.  Please note that the derivation of the USEPA RSLs do 
not consider the vapor intrusion pathway and cannot be used as 
screening levels for soil gas samples. In Section 2, please remove 
all text comparing soil gas sample results to RSLs.  Soil gas 
screening levels under the industrial land use scenario can be 
derived for the various compounds detected at each site. Please 
refer to Appendix C of DTSC's Vapor Intrusion Guidance document 
(DTSC 2011) and/or contact myself and we can derive appropriate 
soil gas screening levels for these sites.  The industrial risk-based 
soil gas screening levels for PCE and TCE can be found in General 
Comment 3 (2,100 µg/m3 and 3,000 µg/m3, respectively). 

Response 5b DON concurs with DTSC.  Soil gas levels for PCE and TCE 
will be compared to 2,100 and 3,000 µg/m3.  

Comment 6. Remediation Goals for Soil (Section 3.3.1) Response 6a DON concurs with DTSC.  The industrial cleanup target level 
will be set at 318 mg/kg for the 95% UCL lead concentrations for each 
exposure area.  If individual samples exceed the PRG90, it would not mean 
that the exposure area itself is in exceedance of the PRG90 as long as the 
95% UCL itself is below 318 mg/kg for industrial scenario, assuming hot 
spots are not present. This is discussed in Appendix H, which discusses 
LeadSpread modeling. 

a.  Lead.  Under the industrial scenario, the proposed remediation goal 
(RG) is the USEPA PRG for lead, 800 mg/kg.  HERO does not 
concur with this RG. Please note that Cal EPA's Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has recently 
developed a new toxicity evaluation of lead replacing the 10 µg/dL 
threshold blood concentration with a source- specific "benchmark 
change" of 1 µg/dL 
(http://oehha.ca.gov/public_info/public/kids/pdf/PbHGV041307.pdf).  
One µg/dL is the estimated incremental increase in children's blood 
lead that would reduce IQ by up to 1 point. In light of the updated 
CalEPA lead toxicity criterion, as well as the need for revision to 

Please see above 
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ensure that the model is adequately protective of women of child-
bearing age, a new version of the DTSC LEAD RISK 
ASSESSMENT SPREADSHEET (LeadSpread 8; 2011) has been 
developed 
(http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/LeadSpread8.cfm). 
Worksheets 1 and 2 of the LeadSpread 8 file include PRG90 
calculations for residential and industrial land use scenarios, 
respectively. The PRG90s represent concentrations in soil that will 
result in a 90th percentile estimate of blood lead in a child or the fetus 
of a pregnant adult worker equal to 1 µg/dL. While DTSC has 
historically used the 99th percentile estimate of blood lead, HERO 
considers the 90th percentile of the distribution appropriate for use in 
evaluating exposures given that the target Pb level of concern was 
updated to the more recent health protective criterion of 1 µg/dL. 
HERO has the following comments. 

i.  HERO recommends using LeadSpread 8 to calculate a 
remediation goal for lead in lieu of the PRG of 800 mg/kg.  
Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 6ai  Please see above 

ii. The USEPA RSLs replaced the PRGs back in 2008, see 
General Comment 5a, above.  The remediation goals should be 
based on the current screening levels.  Please replace "PRG" 
with RSL. 

Response 6aii DON concurs with DTSC.  Please see response to 
Comment 5a.    

b.  Benzo(a)pyrene  and Dibenz(a,h)anthracene.  The table on page 
3-8 states that the RG of 210 mg/kg for benzo(a)pyrene and 
dibenz(a,h)anthracene is the "Risk-based EPA industrial PRG".  
Please note that the RSLs replaced the PRGs back in 2008, see 
General Comment 5a.  The current RSL for these chemicals is 0.21 

Response 6b DON concurs with DTSC. This was a typographical error in 
units in text, whereas the Figure 5-2 [which shows the extent of 
benzo(a)pyrene] was based on the correct units. The table on Page 3-8 will 
be revised to read 210 µg/kg to be consistent with Figure 5-2. 
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mg/kg and not 210 mg/kg as proposed in the FS report.  HERO 
does not concur with using a RG of 210 mg/kg when the current 
USEPA RSL under the industrial land use scenario is 0.21 mg/kg. 

Please revise the text and table accordingly.  Please see General 
Comment 2 regarding land use assumptions. 

c. Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) – Aroclor-1061 and -1254.  
The proposed RG for PCBs is 25 ppm or 25 mg/kg.  The current 
risk-based USEPA RSL under the industrial land use scenario is 
0.74 mg/kg.  The basis for the proposed RG is 40 CFR Section 
761.61 (a)(4)(i), bulk PCB remediation waste cleanup level for low-
occupancy areas.  According to the FS report, "CAOC N-2 Area 1 is 
considered a low-occupancy area", thus 25 ppm is appropriate. 
HERO does not concur with the proposed RG for PCBs.  The 
proposed RG is approximately 33-times greater than the current 
risk-based industrial USEPA RSL for PCBs.  While the current land 
use scenario may be considered a low- occupancy area, if this 
should change in the future the proposed RG will no longer be 
applicable.  HERO recommends an RG of 0.74 mg/kg, the current 
industrial USEPA RSL, for PCBs.  Please see General Comment 2 
regarding land use assumptions. 

Response 6c   DON understands DTSC’s concern.  The FS will be revised 
to include a RG of 0.74 mg/kg for PCBs in this area for normal industrial 
land use purposes.  For area shown on Figure 6 of Appendix, we estimated 
a 95%UCL for 1254, using "J" data as detects, and 1/2 the detection limit 
(DL) for "U" data.  Using EPA ProUCL, a 95%UCL of 0.427 mg/kg was 
calculated.  However, the deep soil data from NB07-12 and NB07-13 was 
not used for 95%UCL calculation.  The 95%UCL of 0.427 is below the 
screening value of 0.740 mg/kg. The calculations are shown in Table 3-1. 
 

Comment 7.  Risk Assessment/Risk Management Evaluation 
Discussions. HERO's comments regarding risk assessment and 
risk management evaluation discussions pertain to all of the CAOCs 
discussed in Section 2. We have discussed a few specific examples 
in this memorandum; however, these comments are also relevant 
for CAOCs not discussed. 
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a.  The discussions regarding the cancer risk estimates for CAOCs 
evaluated in this FS report are inconsistent. 

Response 7a.  These discussions are based on different historical reports 
referenced in the FS, that were prepared over the past 10 years and were 
approved by the FFA agencies using nomenclature acceptable at the time. 
As a result the verbiage may be inconsistent.  Unifying language in 
discussions will be included as appropriate.   

i.   For some CAOCs both the total and incremental cancer risks 
are discussed, while for others only the total cancer risk is 
discussed. Furthermore, for some sites the cancer risk 
discussed is not classified as either total or incremental.  
Please revise the document for consistency and to include a 
discussion on both the total and incremental cancer risks. 

Response 7ai. The document will be revised accordingly. 

ii. Furthermore, some CAOCs list the cancer risks using 
USEPA toxicity criteria and Cal/EPA toxicity criteria, while, 
other sites do not mention which toxicity criteria the cancer 
risks are based on.  Please revise the document for 
consistency. 

Response 7aii. The document will be revised accordingly 

b.   Please provide a discussion that includes the cancer risk 
driver(s) associated with the risk at the site, any uncertainties 
associate with the estimated cancer risk, and/or whether the 
driver is detected below the established background levels at 
MCLB Barstow.  This type of discussion can be found for a few 
CAOCs but not all. 

Response 7b. The document will be revised to include the risk drivers.  In 
addition, an uncertainty section will be included in the document.  
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Comment 8.  CAOC 9.60  

a. Section 2.1.1.5.  The text states, "All detected VOC [volatile 
organic compound] concentrations were reported below their 
respective EPA residential RSLs."  Please specifically state 
whether the reference to "all detected VOC concentrations" is for 
groundwater or soil.  Please see General Comment 5b regarding 
comparing soil gas sample results to USEPA RSLs. 

Response 8a. This particular text relates to VOCs in soil, the statement will 
be clarified. Please see response to General Comment 5b.  

b.  Section 2.1.1.7  

i. The text states, "The total and incremental cancer risk 
estimates, are quantified to be 2.9 x 10-5 and 2.5 x 10-5 using 
EPA and Cal/EPA criteria, respectively."  Please include 
whether the total and incremental cancer risks are for the 
residential or industrial land use scenario.  Furthermore, the 
report lists two cancer risks values, 2.9 x 10-5 and 2.5 x 10-5; 
however, the text discusses total and incremental cancer risk 
and using EPA and Cal/EPA toxicity criteria.  Given that 
there are four separate cancer risk estimates discussed: 1) 
total cancer risk with EPA toxicity criteria, 2) total cancer risk 
with Cal/EPA toxicity criteria, 2) incremental cancer risk with 
EPA toxicity criteria, and 4) incremental cancer risk with 
Cal/EPA toxicity criteria, please clarify what the reported 
cancer risk values of 2.9 x 10-5 and 2.5 x 10-5 represent. 

Response 8bi. The document will be revised to clarify risk estimates.  
Cancer risk estimates will be identified where available (for all sites) based 
on the reference documents, as follows:  

1. total cancer risk with EPA toxicity criteria,  

2. total cancer risk with Cal/EPA toxicity criteria,  

3. incremental cancer risk with EPA toxicity criteria,  

4. incremental cancer risk with Cal/EPA toxicity criteria 

Also, where available, above estimates will be identified for both residential 
and industrial exposure scenarios, as well as the pathways. These 
estimates are included in Table 2-3 for reference, where applicable. 



DTSC RTCs Draft FS Page 9 of 41 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY MULTIPLE SITES, OPERABLE UNIT 7  

MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW 
BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

DATED AUGUST 2012 

DCN: NRS-2236-0004-0016 

ii. Please discuss whether the vapor intrusion to indoor air 
pathway has been evaluated for this site given the high 
concentration of PCE in soil gas of 76,500 µg/m3.  For 
reference, the risk-based soil gas screening level for PCE 
under the industrial scenario is 2,100 µg/m3. 

Response 8bii.   Because the exposure pathway for 9.60 is not currently 
complete, the document will be revised to include 2,100 µg/m3 as the risk-
based soil gas screening level for PCE under the industrial scenario for this 
area. Also, as noted in Response to General Comment 2, the Base Master 
Plan will be updated, and if the land use of CAOC 9.60 changes, a risk 
evaluation will be completed prior to any type of development.   
 
 

iii.  Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land 
use assumptions. 

Response 8biii Please see response to General Comment 2. 

c.  Please provide a discussion that includes the cancer risk 
driver(s) associated with the risk at the site, any uncertainties 
associate with the estimated cancer risk, and whether the driver 
is detected below the established background levels at MCLB 
Barstow. 

Response 8c. The document will be revised to include the risk drivers.  In 
addition, an uncertainty section will be included in the document. 
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Comment 9.  CAOC 9.68  

a. Section 2.1.2.7  

i. The text states, "The cancer risks from exposure to soil (1 × 
10-4 and 2 × 10-6 for residential and industrial scenarios, 
respectively) are within the target range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 
10-4."  For the residential scenario, HERO does not concur 
with the statement that the cancer risk is within the risk 
management range.  Rather the cancer risk is at the upper 
end of the risk management range and not within it; please 
acknowledge this in the report.  For completeness please 
also include in the discussion that the estimated cancer risks 
are above the point of departure, 1 × 10-6. Furthermore, 
please clarify whether the cancer risks stated in this section 
are for total or incremental cancer estimates and whether the 
EPA or Cal/EPA toxicity criteria were used when estimating 
the cancer risks. 

Response 9ai. The 10-4 was a typographical error,it should have been 10-5. 
No revisions in this regard are needed. These are for Cal/EPA criteria, the 
text has been clarified. Please see response to Comment 8bi, and 
associated Table 2-3.  

ii. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding 
land use assumptions. 

Response 9aii. Please see response to General Comment 2. 

b. Please provide a discussion that includes the cancer risk 
driver(s) associated with the risk at the site, any uncertainties 
associate with the estimated cancer risk, and whether the driver 
is detected below the established background levels at MCLB 
Barstow. 

Response 9b. The document will be revised to include the risk drivers.  In 
addition, an uncertainty section will be included in the document.  

Comment 10. CAOC  Y-7 TA-12.  HERO concurs with the 
recommendation that no remedial action is necessary at CAOC Y-7 TA-12.

Response 10.  No response required. 
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Comment 11. CAOC  10.27  

a. Lead.  In the table on page 2-19, the residential USEPA RSL for 
lead is discussed.  HERO does not recommend using the 
residential lead USEPA RSL of 400 mg/kg.  Please see General 
Comment 6a regarding the appropriate screening level for lead.  
Furthermore, when discussing the detected concentrations of lead 
at CAOC 10.35 (page 2-25) the report compares the detected 
concentration to the Cal-modified PRG.  Please review the report 
for inconsistencies and revise when appropriate. 

Response 11a. Please see response to Comment 6a.  80 mg/kg will be 
used as the target for residential lead level.  The document will be reviewed 
for inconsistencies.  

b.   Section 2.2.1.7  

i. The text states, "Total lifetime cancer risks from exposure to 
soil are 7 x 10-5 and 1 x 10-5 for the residential and industrial 
scenarios, respectively."  Please clarify which toxicity criteria, 
i.e., EPA or Cal/EPA, were used for these cancer risk 
estimates. 

Response 11bi.  
The document will be revised to reflect: 

The total residential cancer risk estimates are quantified as 5.1 × 10-5 and 
2.3 × 10-4 using U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA criteria, respectively. 

The incremental residential cancer risk estimates are quantified as 4.1 × 10-

5 and 1.7 × 10-4, using U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA criteria, respectively. 

ii.  Lead.  Lead was detected in one shallow soil sample above the 
residential and industrial RSLs.  Please include a discussion in 
the risk assessment results and recommendation section on the 
impact of the detected concentrations of lead and human 
health. 

Response 11bii. 169 mg/kg J was detected in one sample (10.27 S05 
@0.5’), which is below the LeadSpread value of 320 mg/kg (industrial). 

iii.   Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 11biii Please see response to General Comment 2 
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c. Please provide a discussion that includes the cancer risk driver(s) 
associated with the risk at the site, any uncertainties associate with 
the estimated cancer risk, and whether the driver is detected below 
the established background levels at MCLB Barstow. 

Response 11c. The document will be revised to include the risk drivers.  In 
addition, an uncertainty section will be included in the document. 

Comment 12. CAOC 10.35  

a.  Lead.   In the table on page 2-25, the Cal/EPA-modified PRG of 150 
mg/kg for lead is discussed.  Please see General Comment 6a 
regarding the appropriate screening level for lead. 

Response 12a.  The table will be modified to reflect LeadSpread values. 

Comment 13.CAOC  10.37  

a.  In the table on page 2-32, under the major findings from the Final Rl 
for OU 7 report, the second paragraph lists five chemicals that were 
detected in soil gas samples.  The text also lists the respective soil 
gas concentrations for these chemicals.  However, only four soil 
gas concentrations are listed in the text   Please revise the 
discrepancy. 

Response 13a. The text will be revised to eliminate the discrepancy. 

b.   Section 2.2.3.7  

i.   Please address the potential risk from the vapor intrusion to 
indoor air pathway.  PCE was detected in a soil gas sample 
collected at 5-feet below ground surface (bgs) at a 
concentration of 31,400 µg/m3.   For reference, the risk-based 
soil gas screening level for PCE under the industrial scenario is 
2,100 µg/m3. 

Response 13bi.   Because the exposure pathway for CAOC 10.37 is not 
currently complete the document will be revised to include 2,100 µg/m3 as 
the risk-based soil gas screening level for PCE under the industrial scenario 
for this area. Also, as noted in Response to General Comment 2, the Base 
Master Plan will be updated, and if the land use of CAOC 10.37 changes, a 
risk evaluation will be completed prior to any type of development.  

ii.   Please state whether the cancer risk estimates are for total or 
incremental cancer risks and whether the estimates are for the 
residential or industrial land use scenario. 

Response 13bii. The total and incremental cancer risk estimates are 
quantified as 3.8 × 10-5 using U.S. EPA toxicity criteria and 4.8 × 10-5 using 
Cal/EPA criteria.  The lifetime and incremental risks are the same (Figure 6-
1 of the BEI 2005 RI) and are for an adult residential, the text will be 
clarified accordingly. 
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iii.   Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 13biii. Please see response to General Comment 2. 

Comment 14.CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7  

a. Section 2.2.4.5.  VOCs detected in groundwater included 
bromodichloromethane, bromoform, chlorodibromomethane, 
chloroform, naphthalene, PCE and TCE.  Only PCE and TCE were 
detected above their respective MCLs and according to the FS 
report the other VOCs detected were likely associated with potable 
water introduced to the subsurface during drilling and that the other 
VOCs are by-products associated with the drinking water 
disinfection process.  Please note that both chloroform and 
naphthalene according to page 2-37 were also detected in soil gas 
samples collected during the ERFA (SOTA 2002).  Please revise. 

Response 14a.  Post-ERFA sampling conducted at Unit 7 (as noted in 
Attachment C of Appendix A of the FS) indicates that the compounds other 
than PCE and TCE were not detected, except for chloroform, which was 
detected below PQLs (with a “J” flag). The text will be clarified to reflect that 
naphthalene was likely not associated with potable water disinfection 
byproducts. 

b. The text on page 2-39 states, "These low VOC concentrations at 
Unit 7 do not indicate a discernible source of VOCs in soil gas for 
groundwater at DS17 and are considered insignificant because the 
detected concentrations are several orders of magnitude below 
permissible exposure limits."  Permissible exposure limits (PELs) 
are not appropriate screening criteria and should not be used to 
compare soil gas sample results to or used for evaluating risks 
associated with vapor intrusion.  First, PELs are used for indoor air 
concentrations and not soil gas concentrations.  Second, OSHA 
sets PELs to regulate worker exposures to hazardous vapors and 
gases present in workplace air from chemical handling or use, not 
exposure to air contaminants originating from the subsurface. 
OSHA PELs are not indices of toxicity and are not intended to 
protect against "continuous, uninterrupted exposures or other 
extended work periods" (American Conference of Governmental 
Industrial Hygienists, 1994). OSHA PELs are based on an 

Response 14b. DON concurs with DTSC.  The document will be revised to 
include 2,100 µg/m3 as the risk-based soil gas screening level for PCE 
under the industrial scenario for this area because the exposure pathway 
for CAOC 10.38/10.39 is not currently complete. Also, as noted in 
Response to General Comment 2, the Base Master Plan will be updated, 
and if the land use of CAOC10.38/10.39 changes, a risk evaluation will be 
completed prior to any type of development. 
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assumption that the potentially exposed worker is healthy, has 
been trained in workplace regulations and procedures regarding 
chemical exposures, and is subjected to routine biomedical 
monitoring, as necessary. This means that PELs may not be 
sufficiently protective for office workers or other workers at the site. 
The California Health and Safety Code dictates that chemical 
releases in California should be characterized and mitigated based 
upon risk to human and ecological receptors. Accordingly, the 
health risk assessment approach as described in this guidance 
should be utilized for all vapor intrusion exposure scenarios, 
including the indoor worker scenario. See Appendix F of DTSC's 
Vapor Intrusion Guidance document (DTSC 2011) for more 
information about OSHA PELs. 

In the conclusion sentence on page 2-39, second paragraph, 
please remove the reference and comparison of the soil gas 
concentrations for PCE and TCE to PELs.  The risk-based 
industrial soil gas screening level for PCE is 2,100 µg/m3 (310 
ppbv) and for TCE is 3,000 µg/m3 (560 ppbv).  These are 
appropriate screening levels to use in lieu of the PELs. 

c. Section 2.2.4.8.  HERO concurs with the recommendation to retain 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and develop remedial alternatives for 
groundwater due to concentrations of TCE and PCE above their 
respective MCLs. 

Response 14c.  No response required. 

d. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 14d.  Please refer to response to Comment 2.  
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Comment 15. CAOC N-2 Area 1  

a.  Section 2.2.5.5  

i.   Lead.  The text on page 2-44 states, "However, all lead 
concentrations were below the EPA residential PRG of 150 
mg/kg."  Please note that 150 mg/kg is the residential Cal-
Modified PRG and not the EPA residential PRG.  Furthermore, 
please see General Comment 6a regarding the appropriate 
screening level for lead under either the residential or industrial 
scenario.  Please revise. 

Response 15ai.   The latest version of LeadSpread has been used to 
derive the RG for lead.  Accordingly, the residential and industrial cleanup 
target level will be set at 80 mg/kg and 320 mg/kg, respectively, for the 95% 
UCL lead concentrations for each exposure area.  If individual samples 
exceed the PRG90, it would not mean that the exposure area itself is in 
exceedance of the PRG90 as long as the 95% UCL itself is below 80 mg/kg 
or 320 mg/kg for residential industrial scenarios, respectively, assuming hot 
spots are not present. 

ii.   PCBs.  The text states PCBs were detected above their 
industrial RSL of 740 mg/kg.  Please note the current industrial 
USEPA RSL for PCBs is 0.74 mg/kg and not 740 mg/kg.  
Please revise. 

Response 15aii.  Should have read 740 µg/kg. 

iii.  Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon (PAHs).  The text states that 
PAHs were detected above their industrial RSL of 210 mg/kg.  
Please note the current USEPA RSL for PAHs is 0.21 mg/kg 
and not 210 mg/kg.  Please revise. 

Response 15aiii.  Should have read 210 µg/kg.   

b.   Section 2.2.5.7  

i.   Please clarify what portion of the CAOC N-2 Area 1 is within or 
below the risk management range for the residential and 
maintenance/repair worker scenarios as stated in the first 
paragraph on page 2-45.  Given that the last sentence of 
paragraph three on page 2-45 states, "The presence of lead 
shot and clay target material on the soil surface poses 
unacceptable risk under the residential scenario" and that risk 
mitigation is recommended under the current land scenario for 
maintenance workers due to direct contact and airborne dust 

Response 15bi.  It is stated (OTIE 2010) that there is unacceptable risk 
from entire area of CAOC N-2 Area 1 (17.5 acres) primarily due to PAHs.  
The Final Report Supplemental Investigation and Screening Level 
Ecological Risk Assessment of Selected Areas of OU7 (OTIE 2010) 
updated the Baseline HHRA (BEI 2005) to include, among other 
information, discrete sampling for lead, other metals, PAHs, and PCBs.  
The Tier 1A total cancer risk for an industrial worker was found to be 9 X 10-

4 using EPA toxicity criteria, 98% of which was associated with the PAHs.  
The Tier 1B result for a maintenance worker was calculated to be 4 X 10-5 
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exposure to PAHs as stated in Section 2.2.5.8, please also 
include the estimated cancer risks for these two scenarios. 

using EPA toxicity criteria.  The OTIE Supplemental RI states that the 
presents of lead shot and clay target fragments on CAOC N-2 Area 1 would 
cause the residential scenario to fail; therefore Tier 2 was not performed. 

The total HI was 0.13.  Noncancer risks do not exceed the threshold 
noncancer risk level of 1 for the resident, industrial, and maintenance/repair 
worker receptors. 

Risk based remediation goals for maintenance workers were not evaluated, 
as the footprint for PAHs is being remediated as part of addressing lead 
contamination.   

ii.   Please state whether the total cancer risk estimates of 8.0 × 
10-4 and 1.3 × 10-3 using the USEPA and Cal/EPA toxicity 
criteria, respectively, discussed in the first sentence on page 
2-45 are for the residential or industrial land use scenario.  The 
prior sentence discusses industrial cancer risks while the next 
sentence discusses residential and maintenance/repair worker 
cancer risks. 

Response 15bii.  Risk discussion summaries will include both EPA total  
and Cal EPA total risks in the summary.  In addition, the potential receptor 
will be identified as residential or industrial. 

c.  Section 2.2.5.8. HERO concurs with the recommendation to retain 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 for further action due to the unacceptable risks 
for the hypothetical future resident and industrial scenarios.  HERO 
also concurs with the recommendation for risk mitigation for current 
land use due to direct contact and airborne dust exposure risks to 
maintenance workers and trespassers associated with exposure to 
PAHs. 

Response 15c.  No response required. 

d.  Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 15d.  Please see response to General Comment 2. 

Comment 16.CAOC 10  

a.  Section 2.2.6.5.  Lead.  The text on page 2-49 states, "The primary 
contaminant of concern is lead above the residential RSL of 150 

Response 16a.  The latest version of LeadSpread has been used to derive 
the RG for lead.  Accordingly, the residential and industrial cleanup target 
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mg/kg.. " Please note 150 mg/kg is the residential Cal-Modified 
PRG and not the residential RSL.  Furthermore, please see 
General Comment 6a regarding the appropriate screening level for 
lead under either the residential or industrial scenario.  Please 
correct the text for accuracy. 

level will be set at 80 mg/kg and 320 mg/kg, respectively, for the 95% UCL 
lead concentrations for each exposure area.  If individual samples exceed 
the PRG90, it would not mean that the exposure area itself is in 
exceedance of the PRG90 as long as the 95% UCL itself is below 80 mg/kg 
or 320 mg/kg for residential industrial scenarios, respectively, assuming hot 
spots are not present. 

b.  Section 2.2.6.7.  Lead.  Please see General Comment 6a 
regarding the appropriate screening level for lead.  Please revise 
the text to reflect DTSC's recommendation. 

Response 16b.  Please see response to Comment 6a.  The text will be 
revised as requested by DTSC. . 

c. Section 2.2.5.8. HERO concurs with the recommendation to retain 
CAOC 10 for development of remedial alternatives and remedial 
goals. 

Response 16c. No response required.   

d. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 16d.  Please see response to General Comment 2. 

Comment 17. CAOC  10.3  

a. Section 2.2.7.7. According to the table on page 2-53, PCE was 
detected in groundwater at concentrations ranging from 6.7 to 69 
µg/L, above the MCL of 5 µg/L. However, there is no discussion in 
the risk assessment results and recommendation section regarding 
the detection of PCE in groundwater above its MCL.  Please 
include this information in the discussion. 

Response 17a. Groundwater at 10.3 is addressed under the OU 2 ROD, 
this will be clarified.   
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b. Section 2.2.7.8.  No further remedial action is being recommended 
for CAOC 10.3.  With respect to groundwater, the text states 
"Cancer risks under all groundwater exposure routes and pathways 
evaluated are within the EPA risk management range of 1 × 10-6 to 
1 × 10-4." However, according to Section 2.2.7.4 PCE has been 
detected in groundwater above its MCL and according to Section 
2.2.7.5 groundwater beneath CAOC 10.3 is being addressed under 
the Operable Unit (OU) 2 Record of Decision (ROD).  Please 
clarify.  If groundwater is being addressed in the OU 2 ROD due to 
PCE above its MCL, please include this information in the Section 
2.2.7.8 discussion. 

Response 17b.  The revision will be made, as groundwater at 10.3 is 
addressed under the OU 2 ROD.   

c. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use. Response 17c.  Please see response to General Comment 2. 

Comment 18. CAOC 10.4  

a. Section 2.2.8.7  

i. Building 3 is a general warehouse (Warehouse 3) and contains 
office space.  According to Figure 2-11 a total of 3 soil gas 
samples have been collected at this site.  PCE was detected in 
soil gas at a concentration of 8,140 µg/m3 in boring 1OAV01 at 
1 foot bgs and also detected in boring 10AV02 at 20 and 30 feet 
bgs.  The soil gas concentrations for boring 10AV02 were not 
provided in the report   For reference, the risk-based industrial 
screening level for PCE is 2,100 µg/m3. In the discussion of the 
cancer risk results, only soil and groundwater cancer risk 
estimates are discussed.  Please address the vapor intrusion to 
the indoor pathway given that a portion of the building is being 
used for MCLB Barstow environmental offices. HERO 
recommends that the vapor intrusion to indoor pathway be 
evaluated in light of the detected VOCs (TCE and PCE) in soil 
gas samples and occupancy of the building. 

Response 18ai. DON concurs with DTSC.  Please see response to 
Comment 3 (and Appendix G). Also, it should be noted that Building 3 is no 
longer being used as an office (it is used for storage and occasional 
maintenance activities). 
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ii. According to the text the hazard indexes (HIs) from exposure to 
soil are 2.0 and 0.3 for the residential and industrial scenarios, 
respectively. However, the conclusion sentence in this section 
states that the noncancer HIs are below the threshold 
noncancer level of 1.  Please address and correct the 
discrepancy. 

Response 18aii. The revision will be made as the residential HI exceeds 
the noncancer level of 1.  

b. Section 2.2.8.8  

i. Since the vapor intrusion to indoor air pathway has not been 
evaluated at CAOC 10.4, HERO does not concur with the 
recommendation of no remedial action at CAOC 10.4.  Please 
update the FS report with a discussion on the potential cancer 
risks and noncancer hazards associated with the vapor 
intrusion pathway.   The detected soil gas concentration of PCE 
is approximately 3.8-times greater than the 1 × 10-6 screening 
level for the industrial scenario.  Furthermore, one can calculate 
an estimated indoor air concentration, from the detected soil 
gas concentration, which is approximately 3.8-times greater 
than the risk based indoor air screening level. 

Response 18bi.  Please see response to Comment 3.  

ii. The text states, ".. and noncancer HIs are below the threshold 
noncancer risk level of 1."  Please see General Comment 
18a.ii.  Please revise. 

Response 18bii.  Please see response to Comment 3. 
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c. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 18c.  Please see response to Comments 2 and 3. 

Comment 19. CAOC 10.5  

a. Section 2.2.9.5  

i. It is not appropriate to compare soil gas sample results to 
USEPA RSLs as stated on page 2-62.  Please note that the 
derivation of the USEPA RSLs do not consider the vapor 
intrusion pathway and cannot be used as screening levels for 
soil gas samples.  Please see General Comment 5b regarding 
the appropriate screening levels for soil gas samples. 

Response 19ai.  Please see response to Comment 5b. 

ii. The text states, "Soil gas samples were not collected during 
any previous investigation at CAOC 10.5."  According to the 
table on page 2-61 soil gas samples were collected in the RFA 
(BNI 1998), and PCE and TCE were detected.  Furthermore, 
the text in the first paragraph on page 2-62 mentions that soil 
gas concentrations did not exceed RSLs or PRGs during any 
previous site investigation.  Please clarify the discrepancy and 
revise the text for accuracy. 

Response 19aii.  The text will be revised to clarify statements.  

b. Section 2.2.9.6.  Please see General Comments 19a.i and 5b 
regarding the appropriate screening levels for soil gas samples. 

Response 19b.  Please see response to Comment 5b. 

c. Section 2.2.9.7. Please state whether the cancer risk estimates of 
3 × 10-5 and 4 × 10-6 for the residential and industrial scenarios, 
respectively, are total or incremental cancer risks and whether the 
USEPA and Cal/EPA toxicity criteria were used to estimate these 
cancer risks. 

Response 19c.  
The text will be revised and risk discussion summaries will include both 
EPA total and Cal EPA and total risks in the summary.  In addition, the 
potential receptor will be identified as residential or industrial. 

d. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 19d.  Please see response to Comment 2. 
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Comment 20. CAOC 10.12  

a. Section 2.2.10.5.  Lead.  On page 2-67, the text states, 
"(significantly below the EPA residential RSL of 400 mg/kg)."  
Please see General Comment 6a regarding the appropriate 
screening level for lead.  Please revise the text to reflect DTSC's 
recommendation. 

Response 20a.  Text has been revised.   

b. Section 2.2.10.7. Please state whether the cancer risks discussed 
in Section 2.2.10.5 are the total or incremental cancer risks. 

Response 20b.  Risk discussion summaries will include both EPA 1) total 
2) incremental and Cal EPA 3) total and 4) incremental risks in the 
summary (if available).  In addition, the potential receptor will be identified 
as residential or industrial. 

c. Section 2.2.10.8.  Soil Gas and Groundwater.  According to the FS 
report the VOCs detected in soil gas and groundwater at CAOC 
10.12 are subject to active remediation using AS/SVE (air 
sparging/soil vapor extraction) under the OU 1 and 2 RODs.  For 
reference, PCE was detected in soil gas at concentrations ranging 
from 210 to 156,693 µg/m3.  No remedial action is recommended 
for CAOC 10.12.  Please specifically state that the no remedial 
action recommendation is for soil only given that soil gas and 
groundwater are being addressed under separate RODs. 

Response 20c.  The revision will be made.   

d. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 20d.  Please see response to Comment 2. 

Comment 21. CAOC 10.49  

a. Section 2.2.11.4.  On page 2-70 the text states, "Detected VOCs 
were limited to a single detection of PCE (2 µg/L) above the EPA 
and State of California MCL of 5 µg/L."  Please note that 2 µg/L is 
less than the MCL.  Please revise. 

Response 21a.  The revision will be made.   
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b. Section2.2.11.7. Please state whether the cancer risks discussed 
in Section 2.2.11.7 are the total or incremental cancer risks. 

Response 21b.   
The text will be revised and risk discussion summaries will include both 
EPA total and Cal EPA total incremental risks in the summary.  In addition, 
the potential receptor will be identified as residential or industrial. 

c. Section 2.2.11.8. Soil Gas. According to the FS report the VOCs 
detected in soil gas at CAOC 10.49 are subject to active 
remediation using AS/SVE (air sparging/soil vapor extraction) 
under the OU 1 and 2 RODs.  For reference, PCE was detected in 
soil gas at concentrations of 104,462 µg/m3 and 1,092,100 µg/m3.  
No remedial action is recommended for CAOC 10.49. Please 
specifically state that the no remedial action recommendation is for 
soil and groundwater only, and that soil gas is being addressed 
under separate RODs. 

Response 21c.  The revision will be made. 

d. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 21d.  Please see response to Comment 2. 

Comment 22.CAOC 10.80  

a. Section 2.2.12.7. Please state whether the cancer risks discussed 
in Section 2.2.11.7 are the total or incremental cancer risks and if 
they are based on USEPA or Cal/EPA toxicity criteria. 

Response 22a.   
The text will be revised and risk discussion summaries will include both 
EPA total and Cal EPA total incremental risks in the summary.  In addition, 
the potential receptor will be identified as residential or industrial. 

b. Section 2.2.12.8.  HERO concurs with the recommendation of no 
remedial action for CAOC 10.80. 

Response 22b.  No response required. 

c. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 22c.  Please see response to Comment 2. 

Comment 23. NPZ-14  
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a. Section 2.2.13.8.  HERO concurs with the recommendation to 
retain NPZ-14 for development of remedial alternatives and 
remedial goals due to concentrations of TCE in groundwater above 
the MCL. 

Response 23a.  No response required. 

b. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 23b  Please see response to Comment 2. 

Comment 24. NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area)  

a. Land Use.  Please see General Comment 2 regarding land use 
assumptions. 

Response 24a.  Please see response to Comment 2. 

b. Section 2.2.14.5.  To protect groundwater from TCE contaminated 
soil and soil gas, SESOIL modeling was conducted to determine 
the concentration of TCE in soil gas that would be protective of 
groundwater.  Vadose soil gas TCE concentrations protective of 
groundwater were calculated at four depths. HERO defers to 
DTSC's geologist regarding the recommended TCE soil gas 
concentrations and their protectiveness of groundwater. 

Response 24b.  Comment noted, please refer to response to Comment 3 
submitted to by Sue Hakim, Remedial Project Manager, DTSC. 

c. Section 2.2.14.8.  HERO concurs with the recommendation to 
retain NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area) for development of remedial 
alternatives and remedial goals due to concentrations of TCE in soil 
gas and groundwater to protect groundwater for potential future 
human receptors. 

Response 24c. No response required. 
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Comment 25. Risk Range and Point of Departure.  Please note that the 
risk range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4 is not intended to imply that any risk within 
this range is acceptable.  In Section 3.3.1 of the FS Report the text states, 
"acceptable risk management range for human health protectiveness of 
1 × 10-6 to 1 × 10-4".   HERO disagrees with using the word "acceptable" to 
describe the risk management range and requests that this word be 
removed from the report.  The actual level of acceptable risk is a site-
specific risk management decision, with 1 × 10-6 as the point of departure 
for making such decisions. Clear justification must be provided for risk 
management decisions which result in residual risk levels greater than 1 × 
10-6.  HERO defers to the project manager for risk management decisions. 

Response 25. DON concurs with DTSC.  The text will be revised 
accordingly.  

Comment 26. Section 3.3.1, page 3-9.  The third paragraph on page 3-9 
states the following: "For PAHs, identification of risk-based PRGs is the 
fourth step in the RG development process.  The EPA industrial PRG for 
both benzo(a)pyrene and dibenz(a,h)anthracene is 210 mg/kg (EPA 2004).  
The California-modified residential RSL for lead is 150 mg/kg, and the EPA 
residential and industrial RSLs are 400 and 800 mg/kg, respectively.  
Therefore, the soil RGs for both benzo(a)pyrene and 
dibenz(a,h)anthracene are conservatively set as the industrial PRG of 210 
mg/kg." HERO has the following comments on this paragraph. 

Response 26.  Please see responses below. 

a. HERO does not concur with the proposed RG for polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbon (PAHs).  Please see General Comment 6b 
regarding the recommended remediation goal for PAHs. 

Response 26a. Please see response to Comment 6b. 

b. The USEPA RSLs replaced the PRGs back in 2008; please see 
General Comment 5a. 

Response 26b. Please see response to Comment 5a. 
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c. The rationale for using 210 mg/kg as the RG for PAHs is flawed.  In 
the statement, "Therefore, the soil RGs for both benzo(a)pyrene 
and dibenz(a,h)anthracene are conservatively set as the industrial 
PRG of 210 mg/kg" is inaccurate since the comparison presented 
in the text is for lead and to the Cal-modified residential RSL of 150 
mg/kg and USEPA RSL of 400 mg/kg and 800 mg/kg, residential 
and industrial respectively, not PAHs. Please remove this 
sentence.  Furthermore, please provide a revised 
justification/rationale for the proposed RG. 

Response 26c. Please see response to Comment 6b for PAHs and 10a for 
lead.  The text will be revised accordingly.   
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS  

Comment 1.  Page 2-45, first paragraph.  Please add a period between 
the words "respectively" and "The" in the second sentence on page 2-45. 

Response 1. The correction will be made. 

Comment 2.  Figure 2-17.  Please include the detected soil gas 
concentrations and locations on Figure 2-17 for the NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area).

Response 2.  Figure 2-17 will be updated to show the soil gas 
concentrations for the associated locations for the NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area).  
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Comments Provided By:  

Darrel Lauren, Ph.D.  
Staff Toxicologist (916-255-6630) 
Ecological Risk Assessment Section (ERAS) 
Human and Ecological Risk Office (HERO) 
Department of Toxic Substances 
8800 Cal Center Drive 
Sacramento, California 95826-3200 

Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc. and SES 

Date Comments Received:  October 24, 2012 Response: January 4, 2013 

General Comments  

Comment 1.  ERAS concurs that since no ecological risks were 
identified at CAOC 10, no remedial goals are warranted. 

Response 1.  No response required.   
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Comment 2.  ERAS concurs that since ecological risks, due to residual 
lead shot and shot fragments, were recognized at CAOC N-2 Area 1, 
remedial activities are warranted.  However, while surface vacuuming and 
hot-spot removal (Alternative 3) are identified as the best method for 
remediation, insufficient detail is presented in the draft feasibility study 
document.  Post-remedial evaluation will also be required. 

Response 2.  The process of vacuuming the soil surface is selective in 
itself, removing only the surface deposits of a certain size range, and 
leaving larger rocks and gravel. Soil vacuuming is effected with a high 
vacuum system similar to that used in shipyards to recover sandblasting 
grit.  A mobile vacuum unit will be moved around in the field as necessary.  
Field technicians extract loose surface deposits with typically 4” diameter 
hoses.  The collected material is itself a concentrate when delivered to the 
separation system.  An expanded process description is provided in the 
response to DTSC Project Manager’s Comment 6.  The process screens 
out all larger materials (rocks and sticks) and then separates the remaining 
materials by density.  The heavier fraction of the waste stream is processed 
through the rare-earth magnetic separator to remove the lead. 

Concurrent spot checking and post-remediation sampling will be performed 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the soil vacuuming technique under the 
given field conditions.  Spot checking performed during field activities will 
confirm and fine tune the removal process to the required standards.  Spot 
checking will consist of pellet and clay target fragment counts within 
randomly chosen meter square surface locations.  Post-remediation 
assessment will consist of sampling 100 X 100 foot (approximate quarter 
acre) grid squares throughout the 17.5 acre area of suspected lead and 
PAH surface impact.  It is estimated that approximately 70 post-remediation 
samples will be collected.  Each grid will be sampled at one randomly 
chosen location for lead and PAHs. 
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Comments Provided By:  

Dan Waligora, Environmental Scientist 
California Department of Fish and Game 
Office of Spill Prevention and Response 
1700 K Street, Suite 250 
Sacramento, CA  95811  

Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc. and SES 

Date Comments Received:  October 24, 2012 Response: January 4, 2013 

General Comments  

Comment 1.  DFG-OSPR appreciates the opportunity to provide 
guidance on the planned cleanup at MCLB Barstow. This memorandum 
will serve to inform the Navy of our continuing interest in coordinating 
any natural resource issues as one of the designated State natural 
resource Trustees. 

Response 1.  No response required. 

Specific Comments  

Comment 1.  Page 1-6, Section 1.3.6: Sensitive Ecosystems. DON 
states the Mojave River is “Classified as a desert wash: its floodplain is 
considered environmentally sensitive and is delineated as a “blue-line 
river” by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.” The correct term is “Blue 
Line Stream” as used by the Army Corps of Engineers as a preliminary 
indicator of “Waters of the United States.” Streams identified in such a 
manner are therefore generally subject to federal environmental 
regulations. DFG-OSPR requests the Navy use the correct term or 
provide the definition of what the Navy means by “blue-line river.” 

Response 1.  The text will be revised to refer to the Mojave River as a "blue-
line stream."   

Comment 2.  Page 2-78, Section 2.2.13.6: Contaminant Fate and 
Transport. DON states: “No soil or soil gas contamination is associated 
with NPZ-14.” DFG-OSPR does not agree with the Navy’s statement. 
Without soil or soil gas data to verify the lack of contamination, the Navy 
cannot make this statement. DFG-OSPR requests the Navy conduct 
surface soil and soil gas sampling to support their position. 

Response 2.  The text has been revised.  It is further noted that groundwater 
monitoring wells and soil vapor probes were recently installed and sampled in 
the area and data indicate that very low levels of soil gas contamination are  
present. 
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Comment 3.  Page 2-82, Section 2.2.14.7: Risk Assessment Results 
and Recommendations. DON states: “No ecological risk assessment 
has been completed. However, based on the depth of contaminated 
groundwater (approximately 180 feet bgs [below ground surface]), risks 
to potential ecological receptors are not anticipated. In addition, TCE 
[Trichloroethene] was detected in soil at approximately 15 feet bgs under 
the cap. Therefore, soil is unlikely to pose ecological risk.” DFG-OSPR 
requests the Navy conduct surface soil sampling and soil gas sampling 
between 0 and 10 feet to support their position that “risks to potential 
ecological receptors are not anticipated”.DFG-OSPR requests the Navy 
conduct an ERA for burrowing animals. 

Response 3.  The landfill cap is an "armored cap," which includes an 
impervious rock layer, specifically designed to prohibit activity by burrowing 
animals.  Since animals cannot burrow beneath the cap, it is inconsequential 
as to whether or not contamination is present at depths less than 15 feet bgs 
beneath the cap.  The text will be revised to reflect that, regardless of the 
depth, soil beneath the cap is unlikely to pose ecological risk because the cap 
is impervious to burrowing animals, and there is no exposure pathway. 
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Comment 4.  Appendix C, Page C-41: Cal. [California] Fish & Game 
Code § 5000. DFG-OSPR requests the Navy include Fish and Game 
Code Section 5000 as an Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
requirement (ARAR) in this Feasibility Study (FS). Fish and Game Code 
Section 5000 makes it unlawful to sell, purchase, harm, take, possess, or 
transport any tortoise or parts thereof, or to shoot any projectile at a 
tortoise. Fish and Game Code Section 5000 does not allow incidental 
take of desert tortoise, as does the Federal Endangered Species Act, 
therefore this State regulation is more stringent than the federal 
regulation and should be accepted as an ARAR. 

Response 4.  DON does not agree that Cal. Fish and Game Code §5000 is a 
potential ARAR. CERCLA response actions are intended to respond to 
releases of hazardous substances in order to protect human health and the 
environment including environmental receptors such as the tortoise 
addressed by the provisions of Cal. Fish and Game Code §5000.  In contrast, 
the purpose of Cal. Fish and Game Code §5000 seems to regulate and set 
forth conditions for the “taking” of species addressed by those requirements in 
the course of traditional hunting, trapping, commercial trade and wildlife 
management activities.  That purpose is achieved through the regulation of 
intentional conduct directed at the species as opposed to the incidental “take” 
or possession of species in the course of lawful activity.  The focus on 
intentional conduct is not well suited to the circumstances at CERCLA sites, 
where any potential injury to the species addressed by these requirements 
would occur only unintentionally.  Since the provisions of Cal. Fish and Game 
Code §5000 regulate the taking of particular species, it follows that their 
purpose is not protection of those species per se, rather, the requirements 
protect the tortoise only until the conditions under which take is lawful have 
been met.  In the past, when there have been such disagreements regarding 
ARARs, the DON has been able to document the disagreement as long as 
there is mutual agreement that measures to avoid harm will result in 
substantive compliance with the state requirement.  The DON will document 
the disagreement and add that the DON will undertake measures in order to 
generally avoid harm to the tortoise when there is a potential they will be 
impacted by the response action. DFG-OSPR will not dispute the selected 
remedy for failure to identify Cal. Fish and Game Code §5000 as an ARAR 
because the DFG-OSPR has determined that the mutually agreed upon 
measures to generally avoid harm will result in substantive compliance with 
the state requirement. If the DON and DFG-OSPR cannot agree upon 
measures to generally avoid harm, the DON reserves its rights to reject this 
requirements as an ARAR, and the DFG-OSPR reserves its rights to apply 
this statute in any future decision or any dispute regarding the take-
avoidance. 
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Comment 5.  Appendix C, Page C-41: Cal. Fish & Game Code 
§ 5000. DON, in refusing to accept Cal. Fish & Game Code § 5000, 
states: “For a more detailed explanation of the positions set forth above, 
see letters in Attachment C-2.” However, the letters in “Attachment C-2” 
fail to mention or refer to Cal. Fish & Game Code § 5000 (see Specific 
Comment 4). 

Response 5. See response to comment 4 above. The reference to the letters 
was meant to be general but the specific response in comment 4 will be used 
instead and the reference from discussion of Cal. Fish and Game Code 
§5000 to the letters will be deleted.  

Comment 6.  Attachment C-2, Letter from the DTSC [Department of 
Toxic Substances Control], dated 16 July 2012, Letter from the 
Lahontan Regional RWQCB dated July 23. Included in Attachment C-2 
is “Attachment M, DON [Department of the Navy] and California 
Department of Fish and Game Position Letters Regarding California Fish 
and Game Code Requirements.” DFG-OSPR requests the Navy omit 
“Attachment M” and refer to it as “DON and California Department of 
Fish and Game Position Letters Regarding California Fish and Game 
Code Requirements,” or clarify document sections referencing “DON and 
California Department of Fish and Game Position Letters Regarding 
California Fish and Game Code Requirements” to also include 
“Attachment M” to avoid confusion when referencing ARARs. 

Response 6. The Attachment C-2 will be revised as suggested to omit the 
“Attachment” title.  

Conclusions  

Comment.  As detailed above, the Draft Final FS has some 
deficiencies that should be addressed. DFG-OSPR requests that 
the Draft Final FS be revised based on the comments provided 
herein. We believe that the additional information requested will 
provide a more comprehensive evaluation of potential risks and 
improve the overall transparency of the document. 

Response.  Comment noted.  
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Comments Provided By:  

Dave Murchison, P.G. 
Engineering Geologist 
Cypress Geological Services Branch 
Department of Toxic Substances 
5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 

Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc. and SES 

Date Comments Received:  October 24, 2012 Response: January 4, 2013 

Comments  

Comment 1.  GSU has no objection to the proposed NFA findings at 
twelve small sites. 

Response 1.  No response required. 

Comment 2.  GSU has no objection to the proposed alternatives for 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7. 

Response 2. No response required. 

Comment 3.  GSU is concerned that Alternative 2 for CAOC N-2 
Area 1 may be insufficiently protective.  The proposed institutional 
controls and soil binder application would probably be protective of 
human health, but allow wildlife, particularly birds, to access the 
contaminants.  GSU defers to HERO and California Fish and Game 
for a decision in this matter. 

Response 3.  Neither California Fish and Game nor HERO commented on 
the protectiveness of this alternative.  Hence, no response is required.   

Comment 4.  GSU has no objection to Alternative 3 for CAOC N-2 
Area 1. 

Response 4 No response required. 

Comment 5.  GSU has no objection to the proposed alternatives for 
CAOC 10. 

Response 5. No response required. 
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Comment 6.  GSU is concerned that choosing a set of remedial 
alternatives at NPZ-14 is premature. While the selected remedies are 
commonly proposed and implemented, the choice is premature 
because site investigation at NPZ-14 is not yet completed.  Once the 
extent of contamination is known, there may be another remedial 
method better suited to the site, based on the complete dataset.  GSU 
recommends postponing this part of the FS until investigation is 
complete. 

Response 6.  DON shares GSU's concern that evaluation of alternatives for 
this site may be premature.  Additional groundwater monitoring wells and soil 
gas probes have recently been installed in the area, and sampling was 
completed during the first week of November 2012. A review of sample 
results indicates that levels of TCE are similar to historical levels.  Based on 
the remoteness of the area and the lack of documented prior historical activity 
at the site, the remedial alternatives evaluated for this site are still expected 
be valid.  Data trends in the new wells will be evaluated for two or more 
quarters. Should trends show an increase, more active RAs may become 
more appropriate. 

Comment 7.  GSU has no objection to the proposed alternatives for 
the NSP-2 area. 

Response 7. No response required. 
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Remedial Project Manager 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program 
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Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc. and SES 

Date Comments Received:  October 24, 2012 Response: January 4, 2013 

  

Comments  

Comment 1.  Page 3-8, Section 3.3.1 – The text of “.. not 
technologically and economically feasible ..” was used loosely.  A full 
technical and economical infeasibility evaluation has to be done 
before this statement can be used.  Please revise the text 
accordingly; 

Response 1.  This statement will be clarified along with the same statement 
made in the ARARs (Appendix C). For the sites where actions are required, it 
is expected that the proposed alternatives would be capable of meeting risk-
based levels or MCLs. The FS has screened out the complete removal of soil 
contaminants to meet background. It also screened out most action-based 
groundwater alternatives because they are not effective at such low 
concentrations. Even the one action-based alternative retained (AS/SVE) is 
limited technologically at concentrations lower than MCLs in a reasonable 
timeframe. It is recognized that background may be met in groundwater in the 
long term after risk-based levels or MCLs are met. However, the additional 
cost associated with meeting background when the site is cleaned up to risk-
based levels and protective of human health and the environment is not 
expected to be economically feasible. Additional discussion of TEF will be 
included in future CERCLA documents including the ROD, as appropriate. 
Consistent with other OUs, a TEF analysis will be performed if necessary 
after specific remedies have been implemented (e.g. the CAOC 26 AS/SVE 
TEF and the Nebo North AS/SVE TEF). 
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Comment 2.  Section 3.3.1 – Benzo(a)pyrene industrial RSL should 
be 210 µg/kg, not 210 mg/kg.  In addition, 'this section refers to 2004 
EPA regional screening level (RSL) which is out-of-date and there is 
no California modified RSL.  The document needs to refer to the most 
recent EPA RSL and California Human Health Screening Levels 
(CHHSLs).  Once the new RSL is used, this will affect the extent of 
excavation as discussed in Section 5.0, e.g. Section 5.1.3.3; 

Response 2.  A risk-based remediation goal will be developed for 
benzo[a]pyrene for the industrial worker and potential trespasser exposure 
scenarios at CAOC N-2 Area 1.  The text of Section 3.3.1 will be revised to 
reflect the updated benzo[a]pyrene remediation goal and to remove the 
reference to the outdated RSL.   

Comment 3.  Section 3.3.3 – It is not clear how SESOIL model was 
run (not enough details in Appendix B) to determine the soil gas 
clean-up goals for NSP-2 Area, especially, with known groundwater 
contamination, no mixing zone should be considered in SESOIL 
model.  Details should be provided and correct SESOIL model should 
be run.  (This will affect all other sections using the remediation goals 
(RG) table from this section); 

Response 3. The SESOIL report discusses the details of the model 
constructions and presents all the input data.  Both the SESOIL and AT123D 
models were calibrated to simulate the known groundwater impact.  The 
outcomes of the models are consistent with the current conditions.  In 
addition, the models were used to simulate the conditions in the future.  There 
is no mention of mixing zone in the report.  However, dilution of leachate upon 
entering the groundwater has been discussed in the report.  Dilution in the 
saturated zone is a known phenomenon and should be considered. Additional 
details will be provided in Appendix B. 

Comment 4.  Page 4-4, Section 4.2.1.3, last sentence states: “These 
covers block exposure to metals in fill material.”  Please explain this 
statement; 

Response 4.  The sentence is in error and will be deleted.  The sentence 
which follows will be revised to read as follows:  “The covers and institutional 
controls that require their maintenance would effectively prevent exposure.” 

Comment 5. Sections 5/6, NSP-2 groundwater Alternative 3 – The 
term “Air Sparge Curtain” is used, but it is not well-defined until 
Section 6.0.  Air Sparge Curtain is not one of the General Response 
Actions (GRA) evaluated in Section 4.0, but it is just a variation of air 
sparging/soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE) application as a barrier; 

Response 5.  Section 4.2.2.4 describes AS/SVE as a general response 
action.  Section 5.1.5.7 describes the air sparge curtain as an AS/SVE 
configuration.  This discussion is reasonably detailed, and describes the 
location/configuration of the AS/SVE wells, as well as other system 
components.  The system layout is presented in Figure 5-6B.  A sentence will 
be added in Section 4.2.2.4 to note that the air sparge curtain is a variation of 
AS/SVE.  This should provide for a reasonable understanding of the 
relationship between AS/SVE and the air sparge curtain, and of Alternative 3.   
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Comment 6. Page 5.5, Section 5.1.2.3 – Not sure what “magnetic 
separation methods” can be used for Poly Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
(PAHs) and Lead shot separation.  Please explain this statement; 

Response 6.  The patented “Bullet Train” separation process uses screening, 
density and two types of magnetic separation to effectively separate metallic 
and non-metallic materials and has been successfully used at auto shredding 
facilities and target ranges.  PAH-impacted clay target fragments will be 
separated by density and are not separated magnetically.  Lead will be 
separated by spinning rare-earth magnets that induce eddy currents within 
metallic materials resulting in a magnetic repulsive response in non-ferrous 
materials such as aluminum, brass, copper, lead, nickel, pot metal, silver, etc.  
Following coarse screening, light materials are removed pneumatically before 
the waste stream passes first through a set of standard electromagnets to 
remove ferrous materials, if present.  The waste stream then passes over a 
set of spinning rare-earth magnets that induce a repulsive force as non-
ferrous materials pass over them which causes material such as lead to be 
repulsed off the conveyor belt over the orifice through which all other material 
(rocks, soil) fall.  The repulsed lead shot will be captured by an adjustable “cut 
blade” which can be set for the degree of induced response.  Multiple cut 
blades can be set to capture multiple types of metallic streams. 

Comment 7. Sections 5/6, discusses groundwater “no action” 
alternative – The natural attenuation (NA) should not be included in 
the discussion for groundwater “no action” alternative.  Under “no 
action”, there will be no monitoring to demonstrate whether NA is 
working or not.  Please eliminate any discussion related to NA in the 
document (including tables), and be consistent in using terminology 
(NA vs MNA); 

Response 7.  In some cases, contaminant concentrations will decrease 
naturally, with or without the benefits of remedial action or monitoring.  We 
agree, under "no action," there will be no monitoring to demonstrate whether 
or not this is occurring. Within the document, the term "NA mechanisms" is 
used to refer to the mechanisms themselves (dilution, volatilization, etc.), 
whereas "MNA" is used to denote when these mechanisms will be monitored 
and are considered as a remedy. 
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Comment 8. Sections 5/6, discussion of groundwater “NA” 
alternative – As indicated in the report, NA due to biodegradation is 
unlikely at all sites.  Abiotic processes will be the primary mechanism 
under this alternative.  Even though the trichloroethene (TCE) 
concentration in the groundwater plume is low, however, in order to 
use this alternative, the plume has to be stable and shrinking.  Based 
on the information presented in the FS, there is not enough evidence 
(or trend analysis) to demonstrate the plume is stable and shrinking.  
Based on modeling result (Appendix B), NSP-2 plume is actually 
migrating.  It is not appropriate to present NA as a standalone 
remedy.  NA alternative has to be combined with other remedy to 
contain the plume and/or with contingency.   

In addition, monitoring well construction should be included in short-
term effectiveness and implementability discussion.  All related 
discussion in the document (including tables) should be revised 
accordingly; 

Response 8. The lack of discernible contaminant sources and the low 
chloroethene concentrations in groundwater where MNA is selected as the 
preferred alternative (CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14, and NSP-2) clearly 
do not merit construction of an AS/SVE system.  We agree, sufficient 
information may not be available to establish clear trends with respect to 
contaminant concentrations at this time, although they do appear to be 
decreasing at NPZ-14.  Accordingly, the DON recommends implementing 
MNA.  As indicated in the FS, this would involve installing one or two 
monitoring wells at each site, and (in conjunction with existing wells) 
monitoring contaminant concentrations and geochemical parameters for a 
period of 10 years.  During the remedial design phase, criteria for which MNA 
could be determined ineffective and additional treatment could be considered 
will be established. In the event that conditions are significantly different from 
those used in this analysis, a more active remedial alternative (e.g. AS/SVE) 
will be considered. 

Monitoring well construction will be included in short-term effectiveness and 
implementability discussions.  However, the ratings in Table 5-1 were not 
changed for short term effectiveness or implementability, since it is relatively 
easy to install 2 new monitoring wells. If MNA is downgraded for these two 
criteria, no further action would actually become more attractive (which may 
not be preferred based on current exceedance of MCLs) 

Comment 9. Sections 5/6, discussion of groundwater “AS/SVE” 
alternative – Additional soil gas monitoring probes may be needed in 
addition to groundwater monitoring wells.  Also, both injection and 
extraction construction is required.  The effectiveness of air sparging 
depends upon air/water ratio and radius of influence.  At low 
concentration site, air sparging will be likely not “efficient” instead of 
not “effective”.  All related discussion in this document (including 
tables) should be revised accordingly; 

Response 9.  Extraction is specified whenever air sparging is specified, to 
allow capture of sparged vapors.  The report specifies that soil gas monitoring 
probes will be installed within the same boreholes as the sparging wells.  This 
should be sufficient to monitor soil gas levels.  Text will be revised to reflect 
that due to low contaminant concentrations, air sparging will likely not be 
efficient, which will limit the effectiveness of the technology. 
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Comment 10. Sections 5/6, discussion of contaminants 
destruction by Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) – Contaminants 
will be removed by GAC adsorption process.  Contaminants may be 
destroyed through GAC regeneration process.  Only the discussion 
under “Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment” 
on Page 5-38 is more appropriate for GAC treatment.  A similar 
discussion should be applied to other sections where there is a 
discussion of contaminant removal by GAC; 

Response 10.  Agreed. The "reduction of toxicity, mobility…" Sections 
already contain discussions of GAC treatment.   

Comment 11. Page 5-18, under “Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, 
or Volume through Treatment” – Please correct the word 
“vocalization” to “volatilization”; 

Response 11. The correction will be made. 

Comment 12. Page 5-28, under “Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, 
or Volume through Treatment” – Discussion of contaminated soil 
placed in the landfill should be discussed for CAOC N-2 site as well; 

Response 12. Page 5-28 refers to NPZ-14, no changes required. In 
reviewing the sections pertaining to CAOC N-2, the presence of contaminated 
soil is already mentioned. 

Comment 13. Page 5-31, under “Overall Protection of Human 
Health and the Environment” – The word “price” should be 
“processes”? 

Response 13. The correction has been made. 

Comment 14. Sections 5/6, NSP-2 soil gas alternative 2 “Soil Gas 
Monitoring” – This alternative has the contingence connecting to 
Alternatives 3 and 4.  The overall effectiveness, cost, etc. have to be 
reflected accordingly and it should not be separated out during 
comparison; 

Response 14.    Section 5.2.2.5, Pages 5-36/37, the contingency is reflected 
in the evaluation of Alternative 2.  Similarly, the comparative evaluation for 
NSP-2 in section 6.5.1, Pages 6-12/13/14, discusses the contingency for 
Alternative 2 in the evaluations for all criteria.  Thus, the discussions for 
overall effectiveness, cost, etc. for Alternative 2 do include contingencies and 
they are not separated out. 

Comment 15.  Section 6, alternative comparison ranking tables – 
It should not add the ranking score to a total, as each evaluation criteria 
may have different weighing factors.  The total score in these tables is 
misleading and should be deleted; 

Response 15. While the tables in Section 6 include numerical values for 
ranking criteria, these are ultimately qualitative in the NCP as opposed to 
quantitative. The total in the table will be deleted, hence no weighting system 
is proposed. 
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Comment 16. Section 7 – DTSC encourages green and sustainable 
remediation (GSR) evaluation.  However, proper assumptions have to 
be incorporated and presented.  For example, it is not clear (from 
Appendix E) what duration of NA was used.  For longer MNA project, 
environmental footprints may be bigger than short-term more active 
remediation or GSR practices may be implemented to reduce 
environmental footprints to achieve overall objective; 

Response 16. For the GSR, a duration of 5 years was used for active 
groundwater remediation, such as AS/SVE. For longer term MNA projects, a 
10 year duration was used. This will be clarified in Appendix E. 

Comment 17. Section 8 – Conclusion has to be revised based on 
the above comments. 

Response 17. No revisions are anticipated at this time, other than 
clarifications. 

EDITORIAL COMMENTS FROM RPM  

Comment 1.  Section 2.2.1.7 Risk Assessment Results and 
Recommendations, page 2-12, first bullet: please replace the word 
“or'' with the word “of'; 

Response 1.  The text has been clarified. 

Comment 2. Section 2.2.3.4 Previous Investigations and 
Remedial Actions, page 2-31, Site Assessment, UST T-325, 
second paragraph: please remove the word “of” after the word “at”; 

Response 2. The change will be made as requested. 

Comment 3. Section 5.1.3.3 CAOC 10 Soil Alternative 3: Hot-Spot 
Removal, page 5-8 first paragraph: Please add the word “be” 
before the words “loaded directly”; 

Response 3 The change will be made as requested. 

Comment 4. Section 5.1.4.3 NPZ-14 Groundwater Alternative 3: 
Air Sparging/Soil Vapor Extraction, page 5-9, first paragraph: 
Please remove the word “is” between the words “be” and “designed”; 

Response 4. The change will be made as requested. 

Comment 5. Table 5-1 Results of Remedial Action Alternatives 
Analysis For the Five Actionable Sites, page 2 of 3, NPZ-14 
Groundwater Alternative 2, MNA-Cost “3” moderate should be yellow 
colored; 

Response 5. The change will be made as requested. 
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Comment 6. Appendix C, page C-30 last sentence states “This 
page is intentionally left blank”, please remove this sentence. 

Response 6: The change will be made as requested. 
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Comments Provided By:  

Sue Hakim 
Remedial Project Manager 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program 
Department of Toxic Substances 
5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 

Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc. and SES 

Date Comments Received:  February 5, 2013 Response: June 2013 

Comments  

Comment 1.  RTC No. 1 – The text of “... not technologically and 
economically feasible ...” has been deleted from the revised Section 3.3.1. 
As indicated in the RTC, this will be addressed in the Record of Decision 
(ROD) to include the technologically and economically feasible (TEF) 
evaluation in the future. Please make sure TEF discussions will be 
included in the ROD. 

Response 1.  Agreed. No response required.  

Comment 2.  RTC No. 3 – The RTC does not properly address the 
comment. To determine the clean-up goal using SESOIL where 
groundwater is already contaminated, no mixing zone should be used. For 
example, to derive information shown on Figure B-12, the concentrations 
and loadings in the already contaminated groundwater has to be 
considered in the model. In addition, discharge of leachate exceeding the 
cleanup goal will not be acceptable (that means no mixing zone) to derive 
the soil cleanup goal. The proper assumptions should be used to derive 
the soil gas cleanup goals. 

Response 2.  Appendix B has been revised, however, the discussion of 
mixing models is retained. 
The use of a mixing zone cannot be avoided when using SESOIL (or any 
other vadose zone model for that matter) as there is no other means of 
arriving at groundwater concentrations. In addition, the equations proposed 
by EPA for quantifying the effect of contamination from the vadose zone on 
the saturated zone involve the use of mixing models (Soil Screening 
Guidance: User’s Guide, 2nd Edition, EPA 1996). 
We agree that if the groundwater is already contaminated, the introduction 
of additional VOC load (via leachate) is an increment.  However, this 
increment is not directly additive. For example, if 5 liters of leachate with a 
concentration of 100 ppb enter 1000 liters of contaminated groundwater 
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with 10 ppb, the resulting concentration will not be 110 ppb, rather it will be 
10.447 ppb.  
The DON will revise the approach to deriving soil gas cleanup goals during 
the Remedial Design phase. 

Comment 3.  RTC No. 9 – It is not clear where in the document it 
discusses soil gas monitoring probes will be installed within the same 
boreholes as the sparging wells (Sections 5.1.1.3, 5.1.4.3, 5.1.5.7?). The 
document indicates that the soil vapor extraction (SVE) wells will be 
installed in the same boreholes as the sparging wells. Additional 
monitoring probes around the sparging wells may be needed to ensure 
capture of off-gas from the sparging wells. 

Response 3.  The soil vapor extraction (SVE) wells will also serve as 
sampling locations for soil gas sample collection and monitoring. The text 
will be revised in Sections 5.1.1.3, 5.1.4.3, and 5.1.5.7 to include the 
following statement: 

The SVE wells will also serve as soil gas sampling and monitoring 
locations. 

Comment 4.  RTC No. 10 – The discussion of granular activated carbon 
(GAC) treatment under current “reduction of toxicity, mobility...” sections is 
not consistent with the discussion on Page 5-39 (previously Page 5-38 in 
the Draft Feasibility Study), where discussion of potential contaminants 
may be destroyed through GAC regeneration process. Most GAC 
discussion only mentions “... treatment would not destroy contaminants. 
Rather, they would be transferred to another medium...” The text needs to 
be consistent. 

Response 4.  The text on Page 5-39 has been revised to be consistent with 
other “Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment” 
sections.  The text has been revised as follows: 

“However, treatment would not destroy contaminants.  Rather, they would 
be transferred to another medium (GAC).” 

Comment 5.  RTC No. 14 – Although it is acceptable to list and compare 
Alternatives 3 and 4, but they also are the contingency for Alternative 2. 
This should be included in the Summary and Conclusion, to ensure it will 
be included in the ROD. 

Response 5. Agree. The text in Section 8.0 has been revised to reflect that 
Alternatives 4 is a contingency for Alternative 3 for soil gas at NSP-2 [Note 
– in the Final FS, Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative]. In fact, the same 
applies to MNA remedies for groundwater, therefore contingencies have 
been noted for these as well. 
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Comment 6.  Appendix C, Pages C-42 and C-43: Please correct the typo 
in the second paragraph on both pages that states “…adequately 
protected from exposure to CERCLA hazardous substances (not 
stances)”. 

Response 6.  The correction will be made. 
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Comments Provided By:  

Kimberly Day Gettmann, Ph.D. 
Staff Toxicologist, HERO 
Department of Toxic Substances 
8800 Cal Center Drive 
Sacramento, California 95826-3200 

Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc. and SES 

Date Comments Received:  February 1, 2013 Response: March 5, 2013 

General Comments  

Comment 1.  In general the DON has adequately addressed all of 
HERO’s October 22, 2012 General Comments and made the appropriate 
revisions to the document. HERO concurs with and appreciates these 
responses. After review of the revised document titled, “Draft Final 
Feasibility Study, Multiple Sites, Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics 
Base Barstow, California, dated January 2013,” HERO has the following 
comments. 

Response 1.  No response required. 

Comment 2. Land Use Assumptions. In response to HERO’s October 
22, 2012 General Comment 2, the DON concurred with DTSC and stated 
that “The Base Master Plan will indicate that reevaluation for unrestricted 
land use is required if future land use changes, particularly with respect to 
exposure to soil and the vapor intrusion pathway.” HERO concurs and 
appreciates the DON’s response. No further response is necessary. 

Response 2.  No response required. 

Comment 3. Vapor Intrusion Assessment and CAOC 10.4. In 
response to HERO’s General Comment 3 the DON agreed that if 
buildings are constructed in the future on CAOCs 9.6, 10.37, 10.12, and 
10.49 that vapor intrusion should be considered a potentially complete 
exposure pathway. The DON also stated that the Base Master Plan will 

Response 3.  No response required. 
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indicate that reevaluation for unrestricted land use is required if future 
land use changes. In response to HERO’s General Comment 18ai, the 
DON modeled the soil gas concentrations detected at CAOC 10.4 and 
provided these results in Appendix G – Technical Memorandum – 
Vapor Intrusion Modeling. HERO reviewed Appendix G and appreciates 
the DON’s response. HERO concurs with Appendix G and the revisions 
made in the revised Draft Final Feasibility Study document relative to 
vapor intrusion at the sites. No further response is necessary. 

Comment 4. CAOC 10.27 
a. Section 2.2.1.7 

 

i. According to the first two sentences of Section 2.2.1.7, “The 
total cancer risk estimates are quantified as 5.1 x 10-5 and 
2.3 x 10-4 using EPA and Cal/EPA criteria (residential), 
respectively. The incremental cancer risk estimates are 
quantified as 4.1 x 10-5 and 1.7 x 10-4, using EPA and 
Cal/EPA criteria (residential), respectively.” While the fourth 
and fifth sentences state, “Cancer risks under all exposure 
routes and pathways evaluated are within EPA’s target risk 
management range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4. The total cancer 
risk estimates are quantified as 8.6 x 10-6 and 1.1 x 10-5 
using EPA and Cal/EPA criteria, respectively.” These 
sentences seem to contradict themselves. HERO requests 
further clarification. Is the sentence that states, “The total 
cancer risk estimates are quantified as 8.6 x 10-6 and 1.1 x 
10-5 using EPA and Cal/EPA criteria, respectively” 
referencing the industrial scenario? If so, please include this 
information in the sentence. Furthermore, HERO does not 

Response 4ai.  The text has been revised as follows: 

“Cancer risks under all exposure routes and pathways evaluated are at the 
upper end of the Cal/EPA’s target risk management range of 1 × 10-6 to 1 × 
10-4.  

“The total cancer risk estimates are quantified as 8.6 × 10-6 and 1.1 × 10-5 
using EPA and Cal/EPA criteria (industrial), respectively.” 
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concur with the statement that the estimated cancer risks for 
the residential scenario are within the risk management 
range using the Cal/EPA criteria as they are at the upper end 
of the risk management range and not within it. The 
document should be revised accordingly. 

b. Section 2.2.1.8  

i. Land Use. The DON acknowledged in their response to our 
General Comment 2 regarding land use assumptions that the 
“Base Master Plan will indicate that reevaluation for 
unrestricted land use is required if future land use changes, 
particularly with respect to exposure to soil and the vapor 
intrusion pathway.” While the text in the discussion on risk 
management evaluation was updated for the most of the 
sites evaluated under this FS, no additional text was added 
for CAOC 10.27. Please discuss in Section 2.2.1.8 that the 
Base Master Plan will be updated to note that should land 
use for CAOC 10.27 change, additional risk evaluations will 
be required prior to any type of development. 

Response 4bi.  The following statement has been added to Section 
2.2.1.8: 

 

“As an additional measure, the Base Master Plan will be revised to indicate 
that if land use changes at CAOC 10.27, risk will be evaluated (and 
mitigated if necessary) prior to or as part of development.” 

Comment 5. CAOC N-2 Area 1 
a. Section 2.2.5.4 

 

i. In the table on page 2-43 the units for PCBs and PAHs are 
listed as mg/kg and should be µg/kg. 

Response 5ai.  The correction has been made.  

Comment 6. CAOC 10  

a. Section 2.2.6.4. Lead. The text in the table on page 2-49 states 
that three soil samples had concentrations of lead above 150 
mg/kg. The DON has agreed to compare lead soil samples to 

Response 6a.  The text has been revised as follows: 
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either 80 mg/kg (residential) or 320 mg/kg (commercial) as 
determined in Appendix H. Please revise the text to reflect the 
current screening levels for lead. 

“Of the six samples with lead concentrations above the background level, 
two contained lead above the industrial RG of 320 mg/kg, with 
concentrations of 1,070 mg/kg  to 1,100 mg/kg.  Based on the supplemental 
RI sample results, the area of soil and debris containing lead above the 
industrial RG of 320 mg/kg is estimated to cover 25 by 19 feet and be 
approximately 5 feet deep (containing an estimated 750 cubic feet or 30 
cubic yards).” 

Comment 7. CAOC 10.5 
a. Sections 2.2.9.5 and 2.2.9.6 

 

i. The text on pages 2-63 and 2-64 state, “COPCs were not detected 
in soil or soil gas samples at concentrations exceeding background 
concentrations, RSLs, or PRGs during any previous site 
investigation.” In our October 22, 2012 memorandum we 
commented that it is not appropriate to compare soil gas sample 
results to USEPA RSLs. The DON concurred with our comment and 
responded that “soil as levels for PCE and TCE will be compared to 
2,100 and 3,000 µg/m3,” respectively. While most of the text in the 
FS has been revised to use the above screening levels as 
comparators for PCE and TCE soil gas concentrations, please 
remove the words “soil gas” from the sentence on page 2-63. 

Response 7ai.  The words “soil gas” have been deleted from the text in 
Section 2.2.9.6. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS  

Comment 1. The DON has adequately addressed HERO’s Specific 
Comments and made the appropriate revisions to the document. HERO 
appreciates the DON’s responses and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response 1.  No response required. 

ATTACHMENT: Revised Appendix B 
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Comments Provided By:  

J. Michael Eichelberger, Ph.D. 
Staff Toxicologist, ERAS 
Department of Toxic Substances 
8800 Cal Center Drive 
Sacramento, California 95826-3200 

Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc. and SES 

Date Comments Received:  January 25, 2013 Response: June 2013 

General Comments  

Appendix F  

Comment 1.  Response accepted. Response 1.  No response required. 

Comment 2.  Response accepted. Response 2.  No response required. 

Appendix B  

Comment 1.  This document concerns soil gas measurements which 
are not associated with ecological risks. Therefore, ERAS has no 
comments on this document. 

Response 1.  No response required. 

Draft Final FS  

Comment 1.  ERAS has no further comments. Response 1.  No response required. 
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Comments Provided By:  

Omar Pacheco, PG 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 

Responses Provided By: 

NOREAS, Inc.  and SES 
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Date Comments Received: January 9, 2013 Response: June 2013 

General Comments   

Comment 1.  Groundwater Degradation Analysis – As proposed in 
this draft FS, implementation of this groundwater alternative (Alternative 
2-Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA)), which addresses chlorinated 
solvents in groundwater at sites Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Area of Concern 
(CAOC) 10.38/10.39, unit 7, NPZ-14, and NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area), will 
result in groundwater degradation.  The Navy must provide (in this 
document or in a separate document) an analysis and description of the 
groundwater degradation remaining as a result of remedy 
implementation along with an evaluation of whether the proposed 
remedy would allow degraded water to migrate into unaffected water 
(e.g., higher quality) and if it would reduce or eliminate degradation.  
This analysis is needed for Water Board staff to evaluate whether there 
is technical compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs), particularly the Water Quality Control Plan for 
the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) and State Board Resolution 68-16, 
which is incorporated into all the “Non-degradation Objective.” 

Response 1.  An analysis has been presented in the Final FS for each of 
the three sites for which MNA is considered (Appendix I to the FS).  Site-
specific data were used in the analyses to provide an assessment, to the 
extent possible, for each site in which MNA is being proposed as a 
groundwater remedy. All 3 locations are in the southern portion of Nebo 
Main Base, and have the following common characteristics: 

1. Levels of COCs are relatively low – within the plume boundary, 
upgradient, and downgradient 

2. There is no ongoing source of contamination in the vadose zone that 
is contributing COCs to groundwater, although this needs to be 
confirmed for NSP-2 (CAOC 7) 

3. Levels of COCs upgradient of the plume boundary are low (and 
stable) 

4. Levels of COCs within the plume boundary are stable or decreasing 

5. Levels of COCs downgradient of the plume boundary are low (and 
generally stable) 

6. Groundwater is relatively deep (over 100 feet bgs) – no perceived 
risk to above ground receptors 
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7. The nearest drinking water receptors are over 1 mile downgradient 

In the case of NPZ-14 and NSP-2, additional plume delineation may be 
considered by way of installing additional groundwater monitoring wells, 
specifically to better demonstrate that No. 4 and 5 above are valid. Also, for 
NSP-2, trends of COCs in soil gas need to be confirmed. However, such 
delineation is not expected to result in change from MNA to a more active 
remedy, unless one or more of the above conditions is compromised.  

The issue of non-degradation will be addressed in a Technical and 
Economic Feasibility Assessment (TEFA) Report to be submitted later. The 
modeling aspects of Appendix I (and Appendix B) will also be refined in the 
TEFA Report. 

 

Comment 2.  Concentration Limit Greater Than Background Levels 
in Groundwater – The Navy is proposing as a groundwater cleanup 
level, the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for contaminants of 
concern in groundwater at Sites CAOC 10.38/10.39 unit 7, NPZ-14, and 
NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area).  Prior to proposing alternate cleanup levels 
(cleanup levels greater than background), the Navy must evaluate 
remedial actions that cleanup of all waste discharged and restoration of 
affected water to background conditions (i.e. to the water quality that 
existed before the discharge) in accordance to Chapter 4 of the Basin 
Plan and State Board Resolution 92-49.  Secondly, when proposing 
any cleanup level less stringent than background, the Navy must 
propose a cleanup level that is based upon the water body’s most 
sensitive beneficial use and that follows the guidance and criteria found 
the State Board’s Resolution 92-49.  The Navy has yet provided Water 
Board staff an analysis that justifies whether cleanup to background 
concentrations is technically and economically infeasible to achieve, 

Response 2.  For the sites where actions are required, it is expected that 
the proposed alternatives would be capable of meeting risk-based levels or 
MCLs. The FS has screened out the complete removal of soil contaminants 
to meet background. It also screened out most action-based groundwater 
alternatives because they are not effective at such low concentrations. Even 
the one action-based alternative retained (AS/SVE) is limited 
technologically at concentrations lower than MCLs in a reasonable 
timeframe. It is recognized that background may be met in groundwater in 
the long term after risk-based levels or MCLs are met. However, the 
additional cost associated with meeting background when the site is 
cleaned up to risk-based levels and protective of human health and the 
environment is not expected to be economically feasible. 

For the two alternatives considered, AS/SVE and MNA, the general design 
does not change substantially based on the cleanup level: 

1. For AS/SVE, the main change would be operation of the system for 
more time, no changes are expected to the number and location of 
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and also the analysis that establishes a concentration limit greater than 
background for each constituent of concern (waste constituents) in 
groundwater.  Water Board staff is unable to assess if there is technical 
compliance with state requirements, unless this analysis is completed.  
Please provide the data and analysis that demonstrates that it is 
technologically and economically infeasible to achieve background 
concentrations for each waste constituent in groundwater and also 
include information of what is technologically and economically the 
lowest concentration limit achievable for each waste constituent of 
concern in groundwater.  Please submit this analysis separately from 
the FS or as an enclosure to the FS but prior to the submittal of the 
draft Record of Decision for OU 7. 

wells, depth of wells, or treatment system capacities 

2. For MNA, the main change would be the duration of monitoring. The 
actual parameters to be analyzed would not change. 

However, as noted in response to preceding comment, a TEFA Report will 
be submitted prior to the ROD. 
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Comment 3.  Concentration Limit Greater Than Background Levels 
in Soil – The Navy develops and evaluates remedial actions that propose 
to excavate contaminants in soil at sites CAOC N-2 and CAOC 10 to soil 
cleanup levels above background concentrations.  For the Water Board to 
consider site-specific recommendations for soil cleanup levels above 
background, the Navy must demonstrate that cleanup of contaminants in 
soil to background concentrations is unreasonable.  Otherwise, the Navy 
must develop and evaluate remedial actions that propose to cleanup 
contaminants in soil to background concentrations.  Should the Navy 
provide the data and analysis that demonstrate that soil cleanup to 
background concentrations is unreasonable, the Water Board may 
consider site-specific recommendations for soil cleanup levels above 
background concentrations provided that applicable groundwater quality 
objectives are met and health risks from surface or subsurface exposure 
meet current guidelines.  Please provide the site-specific information that 
demonstrates that cleanup of contaminants in soil to background 
concentrations is unreasonable and that the proposed alternative soil 
cleanup level (i.e., a cleanup level greater than background 
concentrations) will not be a threat to groundwater quality or a risk to 
health. 

Response 3.  The Draft Final FS, in response to a comment from DTSC 
includes the following text (in italics).  
The low concentrations of soil contaminants, the need to remove vegetation 
(i.e., habitat) at Sites CAOC 10 and N-2 Area 1 and the spread out nature of 
the contamination at Site N-2 Area 1 with desert pavement soil conditions 
makes cleanup to background technologically infeasible. Complete 
excavation was screened out in the feasibility study. Only hot spot removal 
is retained as the action alternative for sites CAOC N-2 Area 1 and CAOC 
10 with the addition of vacuuming at CAOC N-2 Area 1. The hot spot 
removal alternative is not meant for complete removal and therefore is not 
expected to meet background but to meet risk-based levels. The additional 
cost to reach background when risk-based levels are met would not be 
economically feasible.  Additional discussion of technical and economic 
feasibility (TEF) will be included in future CERCLA documents including the 
ROD. Consistent with other OUs, a TEF analysis will be performed if 
necessary after specific remedies have been implemented (e.g. the CAOC 
26 AS/SVE TEF and the Nebo North AS/SVE TEF). 

No additional changes are required to address the RWQCB comment. 
However, as noted in response to preceding comments, a TEFA Report will 
be submitted prior to the ROD. Therefore, although the DTSC has accepted 
the above response, the Final FS reflects Navy’s agreement to submit a 
TEFA Report. 

Comment 4.  Remedial Action Objectives – The Navy developed 
Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) for soil and groundwater at sites 
where the Navy determined that further actions were necessary.  The Navy 
also developed general response actions that will meet these RAOs.  The 
Navy developed and evaluated a response action for the contaminants in 
soil vapor, which may pose as being the source of groundwater pollution.  
Staff appreciates that response actions are being developed and evaluated 

Response 4.  Section 3.1.2.2, NSP-2, will be revised to include a second 
RAO, as follows: 

 Mitigate further impact to groundwater from TCE in soil gas 

The actual RGs associated with meeting this RAO are discussed in Section 
3.3.3. 
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to address contaminants in soil vapor, which have adversely impacted 
groundwater quality.  However, the Navy must have a RAO for protecting 
groundwater quality from the migration of contaminant-laden vapors into 
groundwater.   

Please include the following as RAOs: 1) protect groundwater quality from 
the migration of contaminant-laden vapors into groundwater, 2) prevent 
migration of dissolved phase contaminants above background water 
quality or demonstrate that such complies with criteria contained in 
applicable State plans and policies (Basin Plan, State Board Resolutions 
68-16 and 92-49), 3) verify attainment of remediation objectives, 4) prevent 
unacceptable exposure from volatilization of VOCs in groundwater and soil 
to outdoor and indoor air, 5) prevent contaminants in soil from leaching 
and migrating into the groundwater, 6) restore polluted groundwater to its 
beneficial uses, and 7) remove contaminant mass from soil and 
groundwater to the extent feasible. 

 

 

As to the second comment, the RAOs, RGs, and remedies developed and 
evaluated in this FS are already protective of human health and the 
environment for the affected media.  By setting the MCLs as RGs for GW 
RAOs the Navy has already evaluated alternatives that would protect 
beneficial use, including the protection of groundwater quality from the 
migration of contaminant-laden vapors into groundwater (Item 1), 
restoration of polluted groundwater to its beneficial uses (Item 6), and 
removal of contaminant mass from soil and groundwater to the extent 
feasible (Item 7).  

Appendix I indicates that levels of TCE in groundwater for CAOC 7 will 
reach non-detect approximately 1,500 feet from on site well NSP-2. Also, it 
is anticipated that at least one new groundwater monitoring well will be 
installed downgradient of NSP-2. The prevention of migration of dissolved 
phase contaminants (Item 2) will be addressed by addition of the following 
RAO: 

 Mitigate migration of TCE in groundwater 

Verification that remediation objectives have been attained (Item 3) will be 
assessed in the CERCLA Five-Year Reviews and presented in the 
CERCLA closure documentation process. 

The prevention of unacceptable exposure from volatilization of VOCs in 
groundwater and soil to outdoor and indoor air (Item 4) will be attained with 
provisions to be included in the Base Master Plan (BMP) which will indicate 
that reevaluation for unrestricted land use is required in future land use 
changes, particularly with respect to exposure to soil and the vapor intrusion 
pathway. 
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Appendix B of the FS takes into account the potential impact of VOCs in soil 
gas on groundwater quality (Item 5). Due to the presence of a cap, and the 
depth to groundwater of > 100 feet bgs, leaching is not expected to be a 
viable pathway. 

This will be further refined in the TEFA Report. 

 

RWQCB has also indicated that the RAO for N2-Area 1 should include clay 
fragments in addition to lead shot. However, the BERA (Section 6.5.5) 
indicates that clay fragments are not an issue. Therefore, the RAOs 
(Section 3.1.1.2) have not been changed.  

Comment 5.  Site Characterization Data and Analysis – The Navy 
determined that existing site characterization and analysis support the 
implementation of a remedy of Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) at 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, NPZ-14 and NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area).  Please for 
each site where implementation of MNA as a remedy is being considered 
provide a description using site-specific data of the seasonal variations in 
water table elevations, groundwater flow direction and flow velocity, a 
description of the status of the plume, a description of the direction of 
plume migration, a description of whether groundwater data define a 
statistically significant trend of decreasing contaminant concentrations, a 
description of any biological activity and concentration trends of breakdown 
products, and a description of whether site contaminants are attenuating at 
a rate fast enough rate (as compared to other responses actions proposed 
in this FS) to restore polluted groundwater to background concentrations. 

Response 5.   The description provided in Section 2.2.14, along with Figure 
2-17 provides adequate description of the Site. NSP-2 is part of the 
monitoring program for the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 cap. Please also see 
response to General Comment #1. 

Appendix I includes an evaluation of trends in VOCs. The modeling 
contained therein will be further refined in the TEFA Report.  

Also, Section 8 of the FS has been revised to indicate that if MNA does not 
work, active remedies will be considered as contingencies. 
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Specific Comments   

Comment 1.  Section 2.1.1.1 Background, page 2-2 – The Navy 
recommends no further remedial action for site CAOC 9.60 that consist of 
a former 40,000 gallon underground storage tank (UST), which previous 
may have been a railroad tank car, that contained used oil and other waste 
liquids (such as spent solvents).  California Code of Regulations (CCR), 
Title 23, division 3, chapter 16, section 2620 et seq. should be considered 
as ARARs.  Please add to the ARARs table. 

Response 1.  The CAOC 9.60 UST has been removed as part of a 
previous action and is not part of this remedial action.  There is no need to 
identify ARARs for no action at CAOC 9.60 because ARARs apply to “any 
removal or remedial action conducted entirely on-site” and “no action” is not 
a removal or remedial action (CERCLA § 121[e], 42 U.S.C. § 9621[e]). 
CERCLA § 121 (42 U.S.C. § 9621) cleanup standards for selection of a 
Superfund remedy, including the requirement to meet ARARs, are not 
triggered by “no action” (EPA 1991b).  Therefore, a discussion of 
compliance with ARARs is not appropriate for CAOC 9.60. 

Comment 2.  Section 2.1.1.6 Contaminant Fate and Transport, page 
2-8 – The Navy states that volatilization of volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) at depth to the ground surface is possible, but the rates are 
considered low.  Please describe the potential for VOC laden vapor to 
migrate to groundwater and adversely affecting groundwater quality. 

Response 2. The statement was summarizing the conclusions made during 
the RI (Bechtel 2005). As noted in Section 2.1.1.6, the levels of VOCs in 
groundwater at CAOC 9.60 were very low (less than 0.5 µg/L). The source 
was removed, and the annual infiltration is low (less than 0.4 inches per 
year).  Therefore, the potential for VOC laden vapor to migrate to 
groundwater and adversely affect groundwater quality is negligible. 
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Comment 3.  Section 2.2.4.1 Background, page 2-35 – The Navy 
groups the domestic wastewater collection and industrial wastewater 
collection line segments that make up CAOC 10.38/10.39 into seven units.  
The Navy states that units 1 through 6 were recommended for no further 
action after initial investigations.  Please reference the report that provides 
the site-specific data that supports the Navy’s rationale for recommending 
no further action (NFA) for units 1 through 6.  Under the Superfund 
program, Navy must have completed both PA and Sl and applied the 
Hazard Ranking System (HRS) to derive a site score in order to determine 
either that further investigation is necessary or that the site should receive 
a “no further remedial action planned” NFRAP recommendation.  Please 
clarify whether the Navy evaluated these sites during the two investigative 
steps: 1) Preliminary Assessment (PA) and 2) Site Inspection (SI).  Please 
clarify whether the Navy’s basis for recommending NFA for these sites 
derived from the data collected from both these two investigative phases 
and from the score derived from applying the HRS.  Please state whether 
the Water Board in a letter commented on the Navy’s recommendation for 
NFA for these sites. 

Response 3. Section 2.2.4.1 is based on the Final RI Report (Bechtel 
2005), Specifically, the RI concludes (actual text in italics): 
The data collected during the OU 7 RI were sufficient to characterize the 
nature and extent of contamination (with some exceptions noted in Table 7-
3), perform a baseline HHRA, and support decisions on the necessity for 
remedial actions at CAOC 10.38/10.39. No further action is recommended 
for Units 1 through 6 and for soil at Unit 7. However, groundwater 
contamination identified at Unit 7 is recommended for investigation. 
The RI evaluated a total of 7 Units, and in each Unit, concluded that no 
release had occurred. The FFA process was followed for the RI, in that draft 
documents were submitted to FFA members, and comments were 
addressed prior to finalizing them. Concurrence of FFA members is implicit 
when the “Final” RI was submitted. Therefore, the DON does not intend to 
state whether the Water Board commented on the Draft Final RI Report. 
 
The PA and SI were completed for the Base as a whole, and not for 
individual units or areas within the Base. As can be inferred from the above, 
site specific data were in fact used to arrive at the conclusion for no further 
actions related to the soil vs. PA/SI and HRS. 
 
The “No Action” decision for units 1 through 6 will be documented in the 
ROD. 
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Comment 4.  Section 2.2.4.6 Contaminant Fate and Transport, page 2-
39 – The Navy states that concentrations of VOCs detected in 
groundwater samples from CAOC 10.38/10.39 appear to be stable.  As a 
result, the Navy determined that the potential for future transport of VOCs 
in groundwater appears to be limited.  Please state the basis for 
determining, using site-specific data, that the concentration of 
contaminants within the plume are stable (never change).  Please indicate 
whether contaminants within the plume are reducing.  Please describe 
whether there is a potential for natural attenuation mechanisms to create 
transformation products that exceed the toxicity and/or mobility of the 
parent contaminant (e.g., degradation of trichloroethylene to vinyl chloride).  
Please evaluate whether the implementation of a MNA remedy is 
appropriate and protective in the long term considering the results of the 
natural attenuation processes in creating transformation products.  Please 
describe the hydraulic properties that control groundwater flow and 
influence constituent transport. 

Response 4. Please refer to response to General Comment #1.   

Comment 5.  Section 2.2.14 NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area), page 2-78 – The 
Navy states that NSP-2 is a monitoring well located in the eastern portion 
of CAOC 7.  For clarity, please provide a complete site description along 
with a map delineating the footprint of the site. 

Response 5.  The description provided in Section 2.2.14, along with Figure 
2-17 provides adequate description of the Site.  
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Comment 6.  Section 2.2.14 NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area), page 2-79 – The 
Navy states that groundwater monitoring well NSP-2 is located 
downgradient from a former burn dump/disposal area, which in accordance 
with the selected remedy and as described in the Record of Decision for 
Operable Units 5 and 6 dated January 9, 1998 was to be capped with a 
single-layer of native soil.  Please state whether groundwater monitoring 
well NSP-2 is a part of the detection monitoring program for the landfill cap 
as required by CCR, Title 27, section 20080.  Water Board staff agrees 
with the Navy’s assessment that the groundwater quality is impaired as a 
result of the discharges that occurred at CAOC 7 Strata 1 (former burn 
dump/disposal area).  As such, the Navy must develop and implement a 
corrective action program pursuant to CCR, Title 27, sections 20380 et 
seq.  Please include a statement that describes how the Navy proposes to 
satisfy this requirement. 

Response 6.  Well NSP-2 was incorporated into the Barstow Long-term 
Monitoring Plan and is listed in the current regulatory-approved Sampling 
and Analyses Plan (SAP) as a monitoring point for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 cap. 

Jacobs Engineering. 1998. Draft Final OUs 1 – 6, Long-Term Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan, MCLB, Barstow, California. July. 

Corrective actions pertaining to the landfill cap are part of the OU 5 and 6 
ROD, and as such, are covered under that ROD. 

 

 

Comment 7.  Section 2.2.14.3 Local Geology and Hydrogeology, page 
2-79 – The Navy states that in December 2010, groundwater in the 
immediate area of groundwater monitoring well NSP-2 flowed east.  
Please describe based on historical groundwater data whether there are 
variations in the direction of groundwater flow.  Please provide a 
groundwater elevation map of area of CAOC 7 Strata 1(former burn 
dump/disposal). 

Response 7.  Based on a review of basewide groundwater monitoring 
conducted between 2008 and 2012, the regional groundwater flow direction 
in the CAOC 7 area is to the east-northeast.  However, the groundwater 
contours in the area of CAOC 7 (and NSP-2) are generally absent due to 
the 5-foot contour interval.  If depth to water and the associated 
groundwater elevations for groundwater monitoring wells located 
immediately adjacent to CAOC 7 (and NSP-2) are examined, the local flow 
direction could be interpreted to flow to the east-southeast.   
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Comment 8.  Section 2.2.14.5 Nature and Extent of Contamination, 
page 2-80 – The Navy estimates that concentrations of TCE at or above 
the federal and state maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) of 5 µg/L would 
be detected approximately 250 feet downgradient of NSP-2 based on 
modeling results.  Please provide an estimate of the time required for 
dissolved contaminants to migrate 250 feet downgradient of NSP-2. 

Response 8.  The time for VOCs to migrate is discussed in both Appendix 
B and Appendix I. 

 As discussed in Appendix B of the FS, under current conditions, the 
MCL (5-μg/L) contour line is currently projected to fall about 250 feet 
downgradient from NSP-2. Within 10 years from current conditions, 
the MCL contour line has migrated about 500 feet downgradient 
from NSP-2. 

 As discussed in Appendix I of the FS, concentrations of TCE and 
PCE drop below MCL (5 µg/L) at 1000 feet and 700 feet, 
respectively, in the centerline of the simulated plume (where 
maximum concentrations are expected).  At a distance of 1,500 feet 
downgradient of the source, both TCE and PCE concentrations 
reach non-detect levels. 

Comment 9.  Section 2.2.14.5 Nature and Extent of Contamination, 
page 2-80 – The Navy states that TCE is the only contaminant of potential 
concern at NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area).  Please clarify whether groundwater 
samples collected from groundwater monitoring well NSP-2 were analyzed 
for the full list of VOCs and if so, please provide in a table the results of the 
analysis. 

Response 9.  The full VOC suite was used.  Only TCE was reported above 
the MDL.  PCE was recently “J” flagged. 
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Comment 10.  Section 2.2.14.5 Nature and Extent of Contamination, 
page 2-80 – The Navy states that modeling results were used to delineate 
the downgradient TCE plume.  Water Board staff finds that there are 
insufficient site characterization data (i.e. data that define the extent 
contaminants in groundwater) to calibrate the computer model.  Water 
Board staff finds that estimates based on modeling must be calibrated and 
verified with an adequate amount of field data to accurately reflect the 
distribution of contaminants in the groundwater.  Water Board staff do not 
believe that data from one groundwater monitoring well is sufficient to 
calibrate and verify the model results.  The Navy must propose a plan that 
proposes to fully define the extent of contaminants in groundwater and 
must include in the plan a time schedule indicating as to when the Navy 
proposes to implement the plan. 

Response 10.  DON agrees that additional delineation may be necessary 
to complete delineation of the TCE plume in the NSP-2 area.  To that end 
DON is considering installation of a new well due east (and slightly south) of 
NSP-2. 
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Comment 11.  Section 3.2.2 Chemical-Specific ARARs for OU 7 
Groundwater COCs, page 3-5 – The Navy states that the substantive 
provisions of California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, section 
66264.94 are the most stringent of the potential state chemical-specific 
ARARs for remediation of OU 7 groundwater.  Water Board staff disagree 
with the Navy’s determination.  Water Board finds that substantive 
provision of CCR, Title 22, section 66264.94 are not as stringent as CCR, 
Title 23, division 3, chapter 15 because, in addition to the factors listed in 
Title 22, the Title 23 regulation requires the consideration of groundwater 
beneficial uses when establishing cleanup levels above background.  The 
factors that are to be considered in performing a Technical and Economic 
Feasibility Analysis for groundwater are listed in CCR, Title 23, section 
2550.4 subdivision (d).  To show compliance with ARARs when a cleanup 
level greater than background concentrations is proposed, the Navy must 
prepare a Technical and Economic Feasibility Analysis that demonstrates 
that it is technologically and economically infeasible to achieve background 
concentrations for each waste constituent in groundwater, must describe 
the basis of what is technologically and economically the lowest 
concentration limit achievable for each waste constituent of concern in 
groundwater, and must provide description of the groundwater degradation 
remaining as a result of remedy implementation.  In preparing a TEFA, the 
Navy may apply substantive provisions of California Code of Regulations 
(CCR), Title 22, section 66264.94 provided that the Navy considers 
groundwater beneficial uses when establishing cleanup levels above 
background but not resulting in water quality less than that prescribed in 
state policies (e.g., water quality objectives in Water Quality Control 
Plans). 

Response 11.  The Navy will document the Water Board disagreement. 
The Navy considers protection of human health and the environment under 
CCR, Title 22, section 66264.94 to include consideration of beneficial uses. 
As long as the Water Board agrees with the FS alternatives other than this 
ARAR disagreement, both positions can be documented. The Water Board 
can reserve their right to identify the sate ARAR, if the federal ARAR does 
not adequately protect beneficial uses. The Navy will use the TEF analysis 
as described.  Please see response to General Comment #2 with regards to 
preparing a TEF.  
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Comment 12.  Section 3.3.2 Groundwater Remediation Goals, page 
3-9 –The Navy identifies tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethylene 
(TCE) as chemicals of concern (COCs) in groundwater at CAOC 
10.38/10.39.  However, analytical results indicate that groundwater 
samples collected from groundwater monitoring wells located in the area 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 contained concentrations of 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2 
DCA) and cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2 DCE) above the state’s MCLs as 
reported in the Field Data Summary Report, Additional Sampling at CAOC 
10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and CAOC N-2 Area 1 in the Support of Remedial 
Investigation at OU7, dated March 2012.  The Navy must identify the 
complete list of waste constituents that are reasonably expected to be in or 
derived from waste contained in the Unit, in accordance CCR title 23, 
section 2550.3, in order for the Navy to perform a complete cleanup of all 
waste discharged and restoration of affected water to background 
conditions (i.e. to the water quality that existed before the discharge).  
Please add the breakdown products of TCE and other constituents 
detected above background concentrations in groundwater as reported in 
this Field Data Summary Report to the COC list.  Please provide a table 
listing all COCs and associated proposed cleanup levels for this site. 

   

Response 12. – Based on the sampling results presented in the Field Data 
Summary Report, Additional Sampling at CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 and 
CAOC N-2 Area 1 in the Support of Remedial Investigation at OU7, March 
2012, 1,2-DCA and cis-1,2-DCE, besides PCE and TCE already identified, 
also locally exceeded their respective state MCLs (0.5 µg/L for 1,2-DCA and 
6.0 µg/L for 1,2-DCE).  The state MCLs are more stringent than federal 
MCLs for both COCs.  1,2-DCA and cis-1,2-DCE will be added to the COC 
list for CAOC 10.38/10.39. 
Methylene chloride was detected (5.0 and 5.3 µg/L) at or above MCL (5.0 
µg/L) in 2003.  Since methylene chloride is a typical laboratory contaminant 
and the occurrence was 10 years ago without recurrence since, methylene 
chloride is not included as a MCL. 
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Comment 13.  Section 5.1.1 CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, page 5-2 – The 
Navy states that the main COC at the CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 site is 
TCE.  As such, the Navy evaluated remedies that cleanup and abate only 
TCE in groundwater.  Water Board staff disagrees with the Navy for 
evaluating remedies that propose to remediate only TCE in groundwater 
when analytical data indicate that additional contaminants in groundwater 
(i.e. PCE) have been detected in groundwater at concentrations above 
background and the State’s MCLs.  Please re-evaluate the proposed 
remedial alternatives to determine whether the preferred remedial 
alternative will address all contaminants in groundwater that represent an 
actual or potential threat to water quality and to human health and the 
environment. 

Response 13.  Remedies to address TCE are also valid for PCE.  The text 
will be edited to reflect this.   

Comment 14.  Section 5.1.1.2 CAOC 10.38/10.39 Groundwater 
Alternative 2: Monitored Natural Attenuation, page 5-2 – The Navy 
states that natural attenuation mechanisms, which may include a 
combination of biodegradation, sorption, dilution, volatilization, and 
dispersion, would be used to address all of the contamination at the site.  
Please provide an analysis using site-specific data that demonstrates the 
type(s) of natural attenuation processes active at the site.  Please provide 
an analysis using site-specific data to determine whether natural 
attenuation processes will be capable of reducing the concentration of 
contaminants in groundwater to attain to background conditions (i.e. to the 
water quality that existed before the discharge), and over what time period.  
Please provide an estimate of the future extent and behavior of the 
dissolved contaminant plume.  Please describe the potential for natural 
attenuation mechanisms to create transformation products that exceed the 
toxicity and/or mobility of the parent contaminant. 

Response 14. Please refer to response to General Comment #1.   
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Comment 15.  Section 5.1.1.2 CAOC 10.38/10.39 Groundwater 
Alternative 2: Monitored Natural Attenuation, page 5-3 – The Navy 
states that under this proposed remedial alternative all groundwater 
monitoring wells including the proposed groundwater monitoring wells that 
the Navy proposes to install will be sampled semi-annually for 10 years.  
The Navy must continue performance groundwater monitoring until 
remediation objective have been achieve and must continue groundwater 
monitoring to confirm the effectiveness of cleanup and abatement.  Please 
state whether the 10 years of semi-annual groundwater monitoring would 
be the estimated time required for the proposed MNA remedy to achieve 
background concentrations.  Should groundwater monitoring results 
indicate that implementation of the MNA remedy has not yet achieved 
remediation objectives, please indicate in this section whether the Navy 
propose to continue a groundwater monitoring program. 

Response 15.  Please refer to response to General Comment #1. 

Comment 16.  Section 5.1.1.2 CAOC 10.38/10.39 Groundwater 
Alternative 2: Monitored Natural Attenuation, page 5-3 – The Navy 
states groundwater sampling data would be collected and analyzed to 
determine whether the concentrations are decreasing.  Please provide an 
analysis based on groundwater sampling data that demonstrates the clear 
and meaningful trend of contaminant mass and/or concentration over time 
at appropriate sampling points.  Please provide an estimate of the future 
extent of the dissolved contaminant plume.  Please describe the potential 
for natural attenuation mechanisms to create transformation products that 
exceed the toxicity of the parent compound. 

Response 16. Please refer to response to General Comment #1.   
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Comment 17.  Section 5.1.3 CAOC 10, page 5-6 – The Navy states that 
soils at CAOC 10 contain metals at concentrations that a pose potential 
risk to human receptors; consequently, the Navy developed and evaluated 
remedial measures that propose to excavate contaminants in soil to the 
proposed cleanup levels.  Prior to the Water Board considering site-
specific recommendations for soil cleanup levels above background levels, 
the Navy must demonstrate that cleanup of contaminants in soil to 
background levels is unreasonable.  Please evaluate whether cleaning up 
contaminants in soil to background levels is reasonable and if not, why it is 
unreasonable. 

Response 17. For the sites where actions are required, it is expected that 
the proposed alternatives would be capable of meeting risk-based levels or 
MCLs. The FS has screened out the complete removal of soil contaminants 
to meet background. Additional discussion of TEF will be included in future 
CERCLA documents including the ROD, as appropriate.  

Comment 18.  Section 5.1.3.3 CAOC 10 Soil Alternative 3: Hot-Spot 
Removal, page 5-7 – The Navy proposes to excavate soil until 
confirmation soil sample results indicate that contaminant concentrations in 
soil are below the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regional 
screening levels (RSLs).  Please clarify whether the Navy proposes to 
cleanup contaminants in soil to levels as proposed in section 3.3.1 (Soil 
Remediation Goals) or to the EPA RSLs. 

Response 18.  This has already been revised to use the LeadSpread RG90 
of 80 mg/kg (residential) and 320 mg/kg (industrial). 
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Comment 19.  Section 5.1.4.2 NPZ-14 Groundwater Alternative 2: 
Monitored Natural Attenuation, page 5-9 – The Navy states that 
biodegradation through reductive dechlorination is expected to be 
negligible because the aquifer beneath the site associated with piezometer 
NPZ-14 appears to be aerobic.  As a result, the Navy determined that 
abiotic processes such as sorption, dilution, volatilization, and dispersion 
will reduce contaminant concentrations over time, albeit not rapidly.  
Please provide an analysis using site-specific data that demonstrates the 
type(s} of natural attenuation processes active at the site and describe 
using site-specific data whether natural attenuation processes will be 
capable of reducing concentration of contaminants in groundwater to 
background conditions (i.e. to the water quality that existed before the 
discharge) in a time period that is reasonable compared to other cleanup 
and abatement measures.  Please provide an estimate of the future extent 
and concentration of the dissolved contaminant plume.  Please describe 
the potential for natural attenuation mechanisms to create transformation 
products that exceed the toxicity of the parent compound. 

Response 19. Please refer to response to General Comment #1.   



RWQCB RTC Draft FS Page 19 of 22 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY MULTIPLE SITES, OPERABLE UNIT 7  

MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW 
BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

DATED AUGUST 2012 

 

Comment 20.  Section 5.1.5 NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area), page 5-34 – The 
Navy develops and evaluates cleanup and abatement proposals for the 
contaminants in soil gas that have been detected beneath the landfill cap 
at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 (former burn dump/disposal area).  The Final OUs 5 
and 6 ROD selects the use of a single-layer native soil cap for containing 
waste at CAOC 7 Stratum 1.  However, the Navy develops and evaluates 
action proposals that will disrupt the physical or structural integrity of the 
soil cap.  In accordance to OUs 5 and 6 ROD, the Navy must provide 
Federal Facility Agreement signatories with written notification of such 
proposed action at least 45 days prior to commencement date of the 
proposed action.  Also, Water Board staff finds that the Navy’s preferred 
remedial action (Alternative 2 – Soil Gas Monitoring) requires an 
evaluation of whether a ROD amendment or an Explanation of Significant 
Differences document is required.  Please provide in this document or in a 
separate document a description of the extent of the modification to the 
selected remedy along with the rationale to support the categorization of 
the Post-ROD change.  Also include in this document an evaluation of the 
need for any additional remedial action as a result of the proposed action. 

Response 20.  The Remedial Alternatives being considered for CAOC 7 
include soil vapor monitoring probes, and possibly soil vapor extraction 
wells. Two wells have already been installed at CAOC 7, future wells are 
expected to be similar in nature/function to these two wells. This work was 
performed in accordance with the Final Work Plan for Well Installation, 
CAOC 7 and NPZ-14 Area, Nebo Main Base, Marine Corps Logistics Base, 
Barstow, California, dated 14 September 2011 (“the Work Plan”) (OTIE, 
2011b). The Work Plan was approved by the Federal Facilities Agreement 
(FFA) regulators. Specifically, RWQCB commented on the Draft Work Plan 
(July 25, 2011). 
Based on the above, DON is of the opinion that a ROD Amendment or ESD 
is not required. Any future wells will be installed after providing written 
notification 45 days prior to installation. 
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Comment 21.  Section 5.2.2.4 NPZ-14 Groundwater Alternative 2: 
Monitored Natural Attenuation, Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence, page 5-31 – The Navy anticipates that abiotic attenuation 
mechanisms would effectively reduce concentrations of TCE in 
groundwater but cannot estimate the timeframe at which contaminant 
concentrations would reach at or below the alternative cleanup level 
because of the flat groundwater gradient.  The Navy should be able to 
evaluate contaminant behavior for other mechanisms separate from 
advection (which depends on gradient).  Prior to concurring with any 
cleanup and abatement proposal, the Navy must demonstrate that 
implementation of the proposed measure results in a substantial likelihood 
to achieve compliance, within a reasonable time frame, with cleanup levels 
and objectives that implement the applicable provisions of the Basin Plan 
and Polices adopted by the State Board and Water Board (i.e. ARARs).  
Water Board staff is unable to assess if there is compliance with state 
requirements unless the Navy can provide an estimate of the time required 
to achieve background conditions (i.e. to the water quality that existed 
before the discharge).  Please provide an analysis using site-specific data 
to determine whether natural attenuation processes will be capable of 
reducing the concentration of contaminants in groundwater to attain to 
background conditions (i.e. to the water quality that existed before the 
discharge), and over what time period.  The Navy must demonstrate using 
site-specific data that the cleanup and abatement proposal results in 
compliance with the approved cleanup levels at all points within the plume 
of pollutants. 

Response 21. Please refer to response to General Comment #1.   
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Comment 22.  Section 5.2.2.4 NPZ-14 Groundwater Alternative 2: 
Monitored Natural Attenuation, Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence, page 5-31 – The Navy anticipates that abiotic attenuation 
mechanisms are occurring.  Please describe whether historical 
groundwater data demonstrate a clear and meaningful trend (statistically 
significant trend) of decreasing contaminant mass and/or concentrations 
over time at appropriate groundwater monitoring points. 

Response 22.  Please refer to response to General Comment #1. 

Comment 23.  Section 5.2.5.5 NSP-2 (CAOC 7 Area), Reduction of 
Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment, page 5-43 – The 
Navy anticipates that abiotic mechanisms including dilution and dispersion 
would reduce contaminant concentration below the proposed cleanup 
level.  Please provide an analysis using site-specific data that 
demonstrates the type(s) of natural attenuation processes active at the 
site.  The Navy estimates that concentrations of TCE at or above the 
federal and state maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) of 5 µg/L would be 
detected approximately 250 feet downgradient of NSP-2 based on 
modeling results.  Based on the rate of contaminant transport, please 
provide an analysis using site-specific data that describes whether 
contaminants are attenuating at a rate fast enough to prevent further 
plume migration and restore polluted groundwater to its beneficial uses 
within a time period that is reasonable (compared to other proposed active 
remediation measures.) 

Response 23.  Please refer to response to General Comment #1.   
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Comment 24.  Section C.2.2.1 Chemical-Specific ARARs for OU 7 
Groundwater COCs, page C-26 – The Navy determined that cleanup to 
background is not technologically and economically feasible, and 
therefore, cleanup to the lowest levels that are technologically and 
economically achievable are the risk-based levels.  The Navy has not yet 
provided Water Board staff an analysis that justifies whether cleanup to a 
background concentration level is technically and economically infeasible 
to achieve, or the analysis that establishes a concentration limit greater 
than background for each constituent of concern (waste constituents) in 
groundwater.  Please prepare an analysis that demonstrates that it is 
technologically and economically infeasible to achieve background for 
each waste constituent in groundwater and also demonstrate the basis of 
what is technologically and economically the lowest concentration limit 
achievable for each waste constituent of concern in groundwater.  Please 
submit this analysis separately from the FS but prior to the submittal of the 
draft Record of Decision for OU 7. 

Response 24.  Please see response to General Comment #2. 
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Comment 1.  Unauthorized Releases caused by Leaking Underground 
Storage Tanks (USTs) – The Navy recommends no further remedial 
action for sites consisting of former leaking petroleum USTs.  The Navy 
must provide sufficient information that the State Board's Low-Threat 
UST Case Closure Policy references to establish whether these leaking 
UST sites meet the case closure criteria as described in this policy.  Staff 
will then evaluate this information against this policy and determined 
whether requirements of this policy are met.  The Water Board considers 
this policy as relevant and appropriate requirement for petroleum 
releases and leaking USTs and finds this policy may either be ARAR or 
at least to be considered.  Please add to the ARARs table. 

Response 1. The Navy has evaluated the State Board’s Low-Threat UST 
Case Closure Policy (Policy) at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2
012/rs2012_0016atta.pdf. Similar to CERCLA, this policy is proposed to 
increase cleanup efficiency. In order for a state requirement to be an ARAR, it 
must be more stringent than federal ARARs. Not only does a State law have 
to be more stringent than federal ARARs in order to be an ARAR, but it has to 
be "promulgated" under a State environmental or facility siting law, not simply 
a "policy",  42 U.S.C. Section 9621(d)(2)(A)(ii).  
The individual requirements cited in the Policy (e.g., SWRCB Res. 92-49) 
have been evaluated separately along with federal regulations as ARARs for 
the OU7 FS. It is not more stringent than the CERCLA risk assessment 
process.  Whether a site is protective of human health and the environment is 
already addressed in the CERCLA process. The Navy understands the threat 
to water quality as part of being protective of human health and the 
environment. The threat to water quality provisions in the policy do not make 
the policy more stringent, they simply call out a pathway that is evaluated in 
the CERCLA risk assessment. The USTs in this OU7 FS are being addressed 
under CERCLA authority not “Chapter 6.7 of Division 20 of the Health and 
Safety Code and Chapter 16 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of 
Regulations” for which this Policy applies. Although this policy is not a 
potential ARAR, the Navy will generally comply because the policy is not 
more stringent than the CERCLA process. The Navy includes “to-be-
considered” (TBC) requirements in the ARARs discussion when there is a 
need due to the lack of adequate ARARs. In this case, there is no need for 
TBC because there are adequate ARARs and adequate information in the 
CERCLA process to evaluate these UST sites. If the Water Board disagrees 
that the CERCLA risk assessment is not protective for the OU7 UST sites, 
they have opportunity to comment on the CERCLA document to ensure that 
the risk assessment is in compliance with their policy. 
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Specific Comments  

Comment 1.  Section 2.0 Site Characterization and Evaluation, page 
2-1 – The Navy states that the final recommendations and risk 
assessment results presented in the reports listed in the table cited in 
this section have the concurrence of the FFA members except for the 
Draft Final Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment report. Please cite the 
Water Board staff's concurrence letters for each of the reports listed in 
the table cited in this section.  For clarity, please numerate the table. 

Response 1.  The table will be numerated for clarity. The intent of the first 
sentence following the table on Page 2-1 was to convey the fact that the 
BERA was still under review.  This report has been reviewed and finalized (as 
of August 24, 2012). The first sentence will therefore be deleted.  
As far as providing citations for Water Board concurrences: the FFA process 
was followed for deliverables, in that draft documents were submitted to FFA 
members, and any comments that were received were addressed prior to 
finalizing the document. Concurrence of FFA members is therefore implicit 
when a “Final” document is submitted. Based on this, and in light of the 
deletion of the first sentence under the table, the DON does not intend to 
provide citations for Water Board’s concurrences on each of the reports listed 
in the table on Page 2-1. 

Comment 2.  Section 2.1.1 CAOC 9.60, page 2-1 – The Navy states 
CAOC 9.60 is the former location of underground storage tank (UST) 
T-530B.  For clarity, please modify this statement to indicate that CAOC 
9.60 is the location of a former 40,000 gallon UST that contained waste 
oil and other waste liquids.  Please provide the information that 
characterizes the nature of the other waste liquids that UST T-530B 
contained. 

Response 2.  Agreed, the sentence (Page 2-2) will be clarified. The exact 
nature of the other waste liquids is not known, but is expected to be waste oils 
and spent solvents as noted in Section 2.1.1. 

Comment 3.  Section 2.1.1.1 Background, page 2-2 – The Navy states 
that the results of the geophysical survey that was performed in the area 
of the suspected locations of UST T-530A and UST T-530B found no 
evidence that suggested the presence of UST T-530A.  As such, the 
Navy recommends that UST T-530A be closed pursuant to Regional 
Water Quality Control Board requirements.  However, the FS request 
closure for UST T-530B.  Please state whether the Navy is requesting for 
closure of UST T-530A. 

Response 3.  Section 2.1.1.1 merely summarizes the background for CAOC 
9.60. One of the key documents referenced, the RFA (BNI 1998) 
recommended closure of UST T- 530A. No request for closure is being made 
in the OU 7 FS. 
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Comment 4.  Section 2.1.1.1 Background, page 2-2 – The Navy states 
that the results of the 1994 CAOC 21 investigation (which included 
CAOC 9.60 and conducted under the OUs 5 and 6 Remedial 
lnvestigation/FS) found no evidence that suggest the presence of UST 
T-530A.  Please state whether Water Board staff concurred in a letter 
with the findings of the investigation that was conducted at CAOC 9.60. 

Response 4.  As discussed in the Response to Comment No. 1, the FFA 
process was followed for deliverables, in that draft documents were submitted 
to FFA members, and comments were addressed prior to finalizing them. 
Concurrence of FFA members is therefore implicit when a “Final” document is 
submitted. Concurrence of the Water Board is therefore implicit, by virtue of 
the fact that OU 7 RI was finalized. 

Comment 5.  Section 2.1.1.4 Previous Investigation and Remedial 
Action, page 2-3 – The Navy states that UST T-530B was removed in 
May 1992 under the oversight of the County of San Bernardino 
Department of Environmental Health Services.  Please clarify whether all 
associated piping was removed at the time the UST was removed. 

Response 5.  Based on review of available documents, it is not known if 
associated piping was removed. The tank removal was conducted under 
oversight by SBCDEHS, and it is likely that piping was either removed or 
properly abandoned. 

Comment 6.  Section 2.1.1.5 Nature and Extent of Contamination, 
page 2-7 – The Navy states that the analytical results for the soil 
samples collected at CAOC 9.60 reportedly contained concentrations of 
total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in soil above established regulatory 
criteria.  Please provide a description of how detected contaminant 
concentrations in soil were evaluated with respect to the threat to water 
quality. 

Response 6.  Section  2.1.1.5 is intended to summarize the nature and 
extent of contamination as documented in previous reports.  As discussed in 
the Final OU 7 RI Report (BEI 2005), reported TPH concentrations in soil 
were compared to maximum allowable levels developed using the LUFT 
Manual (CA LUFT 1989). Leaching potential analysis (from the LUFT Manual) 
was used to determine the threat to water quality, see Appendix I of Final OU 
7 RI Report (BEI 2005).  

Comment 7.  Section 2.1.1.5 Nature and Extent of Contamination, 
page 2-7 – The Navy states that concentrations above leaking under fuel 
tank (LUFT) criteria are limited to the east end of the former UST 
excavation area. The intent of the LUFT guidance manual is to work in 
cooperation with existing regulations.  The LUFT Manual does not 
establish regulatory criteria.  As such, please provide a description along 
with the information that supports the interpretation that full extent of 
contaminants in soil, groundwater, and air are defined.  Please provide 
an analysis of the threat to groundwater posed by contaminants 
remaining in soil with respect to soil cleanup criteria as specific in our 
Basin Plan and State Board Policies. 

Response 7. As with above comment, Section 2.1.1.5 is intended to 
summarize the nature and extent of contamination as documented in previous 
reports. A detailed evaluation of nature and extent of contamination is 
provided in the Final OU 7 RI Report (BEI 2005). 
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Comment 8.  Section 2.1.1.5 Nature and Extent of Contamination, 
page 2-7 – The Navy states that the analytical results indicated for soil 
vapor samples collected at CAOC 9.60 contained concentrations of 
tetrachloroethane (PCE) above established regulatory criteria. Please 
cite and describe the measure that was used to compare detected PCE 
soil vapor concentrations against. 

Response 8.   The statement was intended to refer to PCE in soil (vs. soil 
gas), and will be revised accordingly. PCE in soil was compared to EPA 
PRGs in the Final OU 7 RI Report (BEI 2005). 

Comment 9.  Section 2.1.2 CAOC 9.68, page 2-9 – The Navy states 
that CAOC 9.68 consists of the location of two former USTs (T-588A and 
T-588B).  However, the Navy determined that UST T-588A was an oil-
water separator and UST T-588B was actually a vertical French drain 
that received waste from vehicle maintenance and repair activities at 
Building 588.  Please modify the statement to represent the current 
description of the site. 

Response 9.   The description of CAOC 9.68 is consistent with that provided 
in multiple documents [such as the Draft Final RFA Report (BNI, 1998), the 
Draft Final ERFA (SOTA 2002), and the Final OU 7 RI Report [BEI 
2005)].The following page’s (Page 2-10) description specifically indicates that 
UST-588B was a French drain and hence no revisions are required. 
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION RECORD PUBLIC / IR INDEX - UPDATE (SORTED BY RECORD DATE/RECORD NUMBER)

Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

LETTER REGARIDING EXCESS REAL PROPERTY AT 
DAGGETT, REGARDING ACQUISITION OF QUARTERS, 
HOUSING AREA AND OTHER EXCESS PROPERTY FROM 
THE MCLB BARSTOW

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE - WASHINGTON, DC

11-25-1957
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000004 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005

GROUNDWATER STUDY CONDUCTED MAY THROUGH 
AUGUST 1966

NOCALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC HEALTH

12-20-1966
REPORT
30

AR_M62204_000056 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

WATER RESOURCES OF THE MARINE CORPS SUPPLY 
CENTER AREA, GROUNDWATER IN STORAGE IS THE 
ONLY DEPENDABLE SOURCE OF WATER AT MCLB

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY - MANLO 
PARK, CA

01-01-1969
REPORT
26

AR_M62204_000057 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REPORT ON WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
THE CITY OF BARSTOW

YESCRWQCB - BISHOP, CA01-01-1970
REPORT
16

AR_M62204_000031 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

GROUNDWATER STUDY TO IDENTIFY CURRENT 
CONDITIONS AND UPDATE INFORMATION PRESENTED 
IN THE 1966 REPORT

YESCALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC HEALTH, BUREAU OF 
SANITARY ENGINEERING

06-01-1970
REPORT
25

AR_M62204_000058 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING GROUNDWATER DEGRADATION 
STUDY IN THE BARSTOW AREA DESCRIBING FINDINGS 
IN THEIR PROPOSAL TO DO THE SUBJECT STUDY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-12-1970
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000030 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

DOMESTIC AND INDUSTRIAL WASTE STUDY YESBROWN AND CALDWELL12-23-1970
REPORT
129

AR_M62204_000059 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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STUDY FOR DETERMINING THE FEASIBILITY OF 
CONNECTING DOMESTIC AND INDUSTRIAL WASTE 
FLOW FROM THE SUPPLY CENTER TO THE MUNICIPAL 
SEWERAGE SERVICE

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL10-01-1971
REPORT
40

AR_M62204_000091 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CLASS I WASTE STUDY FOR DISPOSING 
CONCENTRATED INDUSTRIAL WASTES FROM THE 
SUPPLY CENTER

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL11-01-1971
REPORT
49

AR_M62204_000090

REVIEW OF REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD'S WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

YESNAVFAC - WESTERN DIVISION12-10-1973
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000017 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVISED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
MARINE CORPS SUPPLY CENTER, YERMO, BARSTOW, 
MCLB. MEETING OF JANUARY 24, 1974, NO. 6-74-8

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

01-10-1974
CORRESPONDENCE
20

AR_M62204_000147 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FEASIBILITY OF DIGITAL WATER QUALITY MODELING 
ILLUSTRATED BY APPLICATION

YESU.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY02-01-1974
REPORT
73

AR_M62204_000133

REVISED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
THE USMC SUPPLY CENTER YERMO, SAN BERNARDINO 
COUNTY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-11-1974
REPORT
16

AR_M62204_000162

MONITORING REPORTING PROGRAM, #74-8 & 74-9 FOR 
NEBO AND YERMO ANNEX, RESULTS OF TREATED 
DOMESTIC WASTEWATER EFFLUENT, ETC, 
MONITORING EFFORT

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

02-22-1974
CORRESPONDENCE
40

AR_M62204_000146 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE USMC 
SUPPLY CENTER, YERMO AND NEBO SITES

YESNAVFAC - WESTERN DIVISION02-28-1974
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000449

CONCURRENCE WITH THE DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS ADOPTED BY THE CALIFORNIA 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 
LAHONTAN REGION

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-24-1974
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000202
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"60 YEARS OF POLLUTION THREATENS DESERT'S 
MOJAVE RIVER"

YESLOS ANGELES TIMES - LOS 
ANGELES, CA

06-09-1974
PUBLIC NOTICE
4

AR_M62204_000298 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

EVALUATION OF GROUNDWATER DEGRADATION 
RESULTING FROM WASTE DISPOSAL TO ALLUVIUM

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY - 
WASHINGTON, DC

01-01-1975
REPORT
38

AR_M62204_000060 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

MINUTES FROM MEETING TO CONSIDER REQUIRING 
SANTA FE RAILROAD CO. AND CITY OF BARSTOW TO 
CLEAN UP WASTE DISCHARGE FROM THEIR FACILITIES

YESCRWQCB - BISHOP, CA05-24-1975
MINUTES
7

AR_M62204_000032

RESPONSE ACTIONS TO WASTE DISPOSAL PRACTICES 
AT BARSTOW, MCLB YERMO ANNEX

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-16-1976
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001972

ON-SITE INSPECTION OF YERMO AND NEBO 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

02-05-1976
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001938 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ON-SITE INSPECTION OF YERMO AND NEBO 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL PLANTS

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

03-04-1976
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001976 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE MONTHLY SEWAGE EFFLUENT 
TEST ANALYSIS RESULTS IN COMPLIANCE WITH 
BOARD ORDER NOS. 6-74-8 AND 6-74-9 (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - WESTERN DIVISION03-26-1976
CORRESPONDENCE
25

AR_M62204_000378 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER IN REGARDS TO WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
SYSTEM AND WATER DISCHARGE NEAR BUILDING 573

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-30-1976
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000815 BLDG 0000573

REPORT ON DDT CONTAMINATION AT TWO STORAGE 
AREAS USED BY DEFENSE PROPERTY DISPOSAL 
OFFICE (DPDO)

YESU.S. ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL 
HYGIENE AGENCY - ABERDEEN 
PROVING GROUND, MD

04-01-1976
REPORT
10

AR_M62204_000100 CAOC 00005
OU 0000004
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RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY AGREEMENT PRELIMINARY REVIEW, 
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL MANAGEMENT CONSULTATION 
NO. 26-029-76

YESU.S. ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL 
HYGIENE AGENCY - ABERDEEN 
PROVING GROUND, MD

04-13-1976
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000124

BOARD ORDER NO 77-1, FOR CLEAN UP AND 
ABATEMENT AND RECISION OF WASTE DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS UNDER BOARD ORDERS OF 6-74-9, 6-
74-8, AND VIOLATION OF BOARD ORDER NOS. 6-74-9 
AND 6-74-8.

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-18-1977
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000158 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

BOARD ORDER NO. 6-77-49, CEASE AND DESIST WASTE 
DISCHARGES

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-14-1977
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000156 OU 0000001

BOARD ORDER #6-77-50 REGARDING WASTE 
DISCHARGE

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-14-1977
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000157 OU 0000002

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SLUDGE DISPOSAL AT NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS ACTIVITIES

YESNAVY ENVIRONMENTAL SUPPORT 
OFFICE - PORT HUENEME, CA

05-01-1977
REPORT
10

AR_M62204_000107 CAOC 00018
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER #s 6-77-44 AND 6-77-50, 
CRWQCB, LAHONTAN REGION, PLAN OF ACTION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-16-1977
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001979

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT APPLICATION WITH 
ALL PERTINENT FORMS AND MAPS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-10-1977
OTHER
21

AR_M62204_001472

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER #s 6-11-49 AND 6-77-50, 
CRWQCB, LAHONTAN REGION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA12-08-1977
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001978 OU 0000005

TRANSMITTAL OF THE MONTHLY DOMESTIC AND 
INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER MONITORING REPORTS IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH BOARD ORDER NOS. 6-74-8 AND 6-
74-9 (W/ENCLOSURES)

YESNAVFAC - WESTERN DIVISION12-15-1977
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000377 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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ORDER NO. 6-78-14 WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIRED 
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITE

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-14-1978
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_000151 OU 0000001

BOARD ORDER LAHONTAN REGION, REVISED WASTE 
DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS NO. 6-78-73

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-26-1978
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000154 OU 0000002

BOARD ORDER 6-78-74 DOMESTIC WASTEWATER YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

12-28-1978
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000155 OU 0000002

BOARD ORDER NO. 6-80-12 RESCINDING BOARD 
ORDER NO. 6-77-49

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-10-1980
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000153 OU 0000001

CORRESPONDENCE REGARDING THE APPROVAL OF A 
1-TIME DISCHARGE OF INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT FROM 
NEBO ANNEX SANITATION FACILITY INTO OXIDATION 
POND #2

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-11-1980
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000024 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVISED MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAMS 
FOR NEBO AND YERMO ANNEX, REVISED 16 OCTOBER 
1980. RESULTS OF FLOW MONITORING EFFORT

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

10-22-1980
REPORT
8

AR_M62204_000148 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESULTS OF GROUNDWATER QUALITY ALONG THE 
MOJAVE RIVER NEAR BARSTOW FROM 1974-1979, 
DEGRADATION OF GROUNDWATER QUALITY IS 
ATTRIBUTED TO WASTEWATER DISCHARGE 
PRACTICES AND IRRIGATION RETURN

YESWATER RESOURCE DIVISION - 
MENLO PARK, CA

03-01-1981
REPORT
68

AR_M62204_000061 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

DISPOSAL OF TOXIC OR HAZARDOUS WASTE BY 
UNDERGROUND INJECTION WELLS (INCLUDES SITE 
INSPECTION FORMS)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-08-1981
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000013 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE UNDERGROUND INJECTION 
CONTROL PROGRAM SITE INSPECTION (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - WESTERN DIVISION04-10-1981
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001966
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NOTIFICATION OF PCB STORAGE YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-02-1981
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000026 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003

SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT LABORATORY WORK 
SHEET; CHEMICAL OXYGEN DEMAND MONITORING 
REPORT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-04-1981
REPORT
247

AR_M62204_001505

HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT APPLICATION, US EPA I 
D# CA8170024261

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-25-1981
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_000006

HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT APPLICATION, US EPA ID# 
CA8170090023, US EPA HAZARDOUS WASTE NO. U210, 
D002, D003

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-25-1981
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000009 BLDG 0000044
BLDG 0000430

INFORMATION REGARDING FURNISHING WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANT CLASSIFICATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-23-1981
REPORT
19

AR_M62204_000018 CAOC 00003
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING SURVEY REPORT YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-01-1981
REPORT
131

AR_M62204_000125

NEBO AND YERMO FACILITIES VIOLATIONS OF 
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

11-20-1981
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001975 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ACTIONS IN RESPONSE TO VIOLATIONS OF 
INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS AT BARSTOW MCLB YERMO ANNEX.

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-29-1982
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001974 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL REPORT FOR THE IDENTIFICATION AND 
DISPOSAL OF UNKNOWN CHEMICALS STORED IN 
DRUMS

YESNAVFAC - WESTERN DIVISION07-29-1982
REPORT
254

AR_M62204_000126
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MONTHLY DOMESTIC AND INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER 
MONITORING REPORTS FROM 1979 THROUGH 1982

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-03-1982
REPORT
170

AR_M62204_000376 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVISED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

02-10-1983
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000149 OU 0000002

COMPLIANCE INSPECTION OF NEBO AND YERMO 
INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER FACILITIES, BOARD ORDER 
NOS. 6-83-18 AND 6-83-20 AND REQUEST FOR MCLB TO 
SUBMIT A REVISED PLAN AND SCHEDULE FOR 
CORRECTING THE CAPACITY PROBLEMS - ALSO 
INCLUDES MCLB RESPONSE TO THIS REQUEST

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

03-04-1983
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001965 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

OPERATION PLAN FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE STORAGE 
FACILITY AT YERMO MCLB. (PAGES 13,14, AND 15 AND 
COVER PAGES ONLY)

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL04-01-1983
REPORT
140

AR_M62204_000097

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES INSPECTION YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

04-18-1983
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001968

CONCEPTUAL STUDY AND REPORT FOR WASTEWATER 
RECYCLING AT THE EXISTING VEHICLE 
WASHDOWN/STEAM RACK AREA ADJACENT TO 
BUILDING 573

YESINTERNATIONAL CONSULTING 
ENGINEERS, INC.

05-04-1983
REPORT
38

AR_M62204_000103 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00021
OU 0000001
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INITIAL ASSESSMENT STUDY YESBROWN AND CALDWELL09-01-1983
REPORT
151

AR_M62204_000044 SITE 00001
SITE 00002
SITE 00003
SITE 00004
SITE 00005
SITE 00006
SITE 00007
SITE 00008
SITE 00009
SITE 00010
SITE 00011
SITE 00012
SITE 00013
SITE 00014
SITE 00015
SITE 00016
SITE 00017
SITE 00018
SITE 00019
SITE 00020
SITE 00021
SITE 00022
SITE 00023
SITE 00024
SITE 00025
SITE 00026
SITE 00027
SITE 00028
SITE 00029
SITE 00030
SITE 00031
SITE 00032
SITE 00033

LETTER REGARDING VEGETATION AND TREE REMOVAL 
AT NEBO DOMESTIC WASTEWATER PERCOLATION 
PONDS (LETTER RECEIVED IN RESTORATION RECORD 
FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-15-1983
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000016 CAOC 00003
OU 0000002
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FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND U.S. EPA FOR PCB 
COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT

YESDEFENSE PROPERTY DISPOSAL 
OFFICE -  BARSTOW, CA

12-01-1983
REPORT
139

AR_M62204_001790

NOTES FROM MEETING WITH REGIONAL QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-14-1984
MINUTES
2

AR_M62204_000811 CAOC 00003
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00030
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NOTIFICATION THAT THE SAFE DRINKING WATER BOND 
LAW OF 1976 FUNDING WILL BE NEARLY EXHAUSTED; 
AND REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL MONIES TO AVOID 
THE HEALTH IMPLICATIONS OF TOXIC CHEMICALS IN 
OUR DRINKING WATER

YESASSEMBLY CALIFORNIA 
LEGISLATURE - SACRAMENTO, CA

03-05-1984
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000952

INVENTORY OF FEDERAL AGENCY HAZARDOUS WASTE 
ACTIVITIES

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-01-1984
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_000039 SITE 00002
SITE 00011
SITE 00018
SITE 00021

COMMENTS ON THE INITIAL ASSESSMENT STUDY (IAS) YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

05-29-1984
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000216

OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION FOR THE EVALUATION OF THE 
YERMO SYSTEM  (ASSEMBLY BILL 1803)

YESCALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH SERVICES - SAN 
BERNARDINO, CA

06-05-1984
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_000450 "AEROJET" 
SEARCH

UNDERGROUND CONTAINERS, HAZARDOUS 
SUBSTANCE STORAGE STATEMENT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-19-1984
REPORT
142

AR_M62204_000023 CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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COMMAND'S RESPONSE TO SUGGESTIONS MADE BY 
REGIONAL QUALITY CONTROL BOARD CONCERNING 
VARIOUS SITES (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - WESTERN DIVISION07-10-1984
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_000812 CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000006

AB 1803 SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS OF DRINKING 
WATER RESULTS FROM 6 STATE WELLS AROUND 
MCLB AREA AND WELL CONSTRUCTION DATE

YESSOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER 
COMPANY

09-28-1984
ANALYTICAL DATA
2

AR_M62204_000229 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.11-01-1984
REPORT
100

AR_M62204_000063 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE AND OIL POLLUTION 
CONTINGENCY PLAN

YESJ B YOUNG & ASSOCIATES11-01-1984
REPORT
17

AR_M62204_000094

COMPLIANCE INSPECTION OF THE WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT FACILITIES AND SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 
SITE

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

11-09-1984
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000215

AB 1803 SAMPLE ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR 
GROUNDWATER ANALYSES FROM STATE OWNED 
WELLS AROUND MCLB AREA AND WELL 
CONSTRUCTION DATE FOR THESE 7 WELLS

YESSTONER LABORATORIES11-15-1984
ANALYTICAL DATA
2

AR_M62204_000228 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

HAZARDOUS WASTE, FACILITY PERMIT ISSUED BY 
DTSC, US EPA ID# CA8170090023, YERMO ANNEX

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES - SACRAMENTO, CA

12-31-1984
CORRESPONDENCE
35

AR_M62204_000010 CAOC 00035
OU 0000001

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PERMIT AND TRANSMITTAL OF 
VARIOUS FINAL HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY 
PERMITS (W/ENCLOSURES)

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES - LOS ANGELES, CA

01-29-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
14

AR_M62204_000020
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CONFIRMATION STUDY YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.02-01-1985
REPORT
208

AR_M62204_000045 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

AB 1803 SAMPLE RESULTS FOR GROUNDWATER, AND 
WELL CONSTRUCTION DATE

YESCALIFORNIA WATER LABS, INC.02-25-1985
ANALYTICAL DATA
2

AR_M62204_000230 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE MANAGEMENT PLAN YESJ B YOUNG & ASSOCIATES03-01-1985
REPORT
103

AR_M62204_000086 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1

STAFF REPORT ON THE PROGRESS BEING MADE BY 
THE CITY OF BARSTOW TO CLEAN UP THE POLLUTED 
GROUNDWATER LOCATED IN THE MOJAVE RIVERBED

NOCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-29-1985
REPORT
17

AR_M62204_000065 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMPLIANCE INSPECTION REPORT (ORDER NO. 6-78-
14) YERMO SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITE

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-01-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001928 CAOC 00035
OU 0000001

ENVIRONMENTAL SAMPLE ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
FOR SOILS AND GROUNDWATER

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.07-16-1985
ANALYTICAL DATA
20

AR_M62204_000239 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00021
OU 0000002

UPDATE OF WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
YERMO ANNEX SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITE, BOARD 
ORDER NO. 6-78-14.

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

07-19-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001929 CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
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SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITE TECHNICAL REPORT, 
INFORMATION ON TYPE OF WASTE RECEIVED, 
DISPOSAL OPERATIONS IN PRACTICE, ETC., ARE 
PRESENTED

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-08-1985
REPORT
16

AR_M62204_000098

TRANSMITTAL OF THE UPDATE OF WASTE DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR YERMO ANNEX SOLID WASTE 
DISPOSAL SITE, BOARD ORDER NO. 6-85-119 
(W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-08-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_001930 OU 0000001

TENTATIVE WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

08-09-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000214

COMPLIANCE INSPECTION REPORT NEBO/YERMO 
ANNEXES FOR INDUSTRIAL WASTE DISCHARGE

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-15-1985
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_001931 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE AGENDA FOR OCTOBER 10, 1985 
YERMO ANNEX SANITARY LANDFILL MEETING 
(W/ENCLOSURE)

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

09-30-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_000947

CONFIRMATION STUDY YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.10-01-1985
REPORT
185

AR_M62204_000046 CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005

CONFIRMATION STUDY - VOLUME 3 OF 7 (SEE RECORD 
# 53 - VOLUME 1, RECORD # 48 - VOLUME 2, RECORD # 
49 - VOLUME 4, RECORD # 50 - VOLUME 5, RECORD # 
51 -VOLUME 6, AND RECORD # 52 - VOLUME 7)

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.10-01-1985
REPORT
25

AR_M62204_000047 OU 0000002
SITE 00011

UPDATED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS AND 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (BOARD 
ORDER NO. 6-85-119, PACIFIC-YERMO ANNEX SANITARY 
LANDFILL)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-21-1985
FACT SHEET
11

AR_M62204_000140 CAOC 00036
OU 0000003
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COMMENTS ON THE COMPLIANCE INSPECTION OF 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS NEBO AND YERMO 
ANNEXES WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES (WIF) 
BOARD ORDER NOS 6-83-17,6-83-18,6-83-19, & 6-83-20

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

10-25-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001330

NAVAL ASSESSMENT & CONTROL OF INSTALLATION 
POLLUTANTS (NACIP) PROGRAM

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

11-05-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001970 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

RWQCB ADOPTED BOARD ORDER NO. 6-85-119 FOR 
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

11-18-1985
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000213

LETTER REGARDING PHASE 2, STAGE 2 DRAFT FINAL - 
REPORT MEETING AND PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 
SUMMARY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-08-1986
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000011 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00023
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

MEMORANDUM REGARDING GROUNDWATER QUALITY, 
NAVAL ASSESSMENT AND CONTROL OF INSTALLATION 
POLLUTANTS WITH MINUTES FOR MEETING HELD ON 
12/17/85

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-14-1986
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000007 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00014
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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CONFIRMATION STUDY - VOLUME 2 OF 7 - SITE 2 - (SEE 
RECORD # 53 - VOLUME 1, RECORD # 47 - VOLUME 3, 
RECORD # 49 - VOLUME 4, RECORD # 50 - VOLUME 5, 
RECORD # 51 - VOLUME 6 AND RECORD # 52 - VOLUME 
7)

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.02-01-1986
REPORT
74

AR_M62204_000048 OU 0000002
SITE 00002

CONFIRMATION STUDY - VOLUME 4 OF 7 - SITE 18 - 
(SEE RECORD # 53 - VOLUME 1, RECORD # 48 - VOLUME 
2, RECORD # 47 - VOLUME 3, RECORD # 50 - VOLUME 5, 
RECORD # 51 - VOLUME 6, AND RECORD # 52 - VOLUME 
7)

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.02-01-1986
REPORT
59

AR_M62204_000049 OU 0000001
SITE 00018

CONFIRMATION STUDY - VOLUME 5 OF 7 (SEE RECORD 
# 53 - VOLUME 1, RECORD # 48 - VOLUME 2, RECORD # 
47 - VOLUME 3, RECORD  # 49 - VOLUME 4, RECORD # 
51 - VOLUME 6, AND RECORD # 52 - VOLUME 7)

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.02-01-1986
REPORT
57

AR_M62204_000050 OU 0000001
SITE 00021

CONFIRMATION STUDY - VOLUME 6 OF 7 - INDUSTRIAL 
WASTE TREATMENT AREA - (SEE RECORD # 53 - 
VOLUME 1, RECORD # 48 - VOLUME 2, RECORD # 47 - 
VOLUME 3, RECORD # 49 - VOLUME 4, RECORD # 50 - 
VOLUME 5, AND RECORD # 52 - VOLUME 7)

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.02-01-1986
REPORT
30

AR_M62204_000051 OU 0000003
SITE 00021

CONFIRMATION STUDY - VOLUME 7 OF 7 - PCB 
STORAGE AREA (SEE RECORD # 53 - VOLUME 1, 
RECORD # 48 - VOLUME 2, RECORD # 47 - VOLUME 3, 
RECORD # 49 - VOLUME 4, RECORD # 50; VOLUME 5, 
AND RECORD # 51 - VOLUME 6)

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.02-01-1986
REPORT
13

AR_M62204_000052 OU 0000003

CONFIRMATION STUDY - VOLUME 1 OF 7 - GENERAL 
REPORT (SEE RECORD # 48 - VOLUME 2, RECORD # 47 - 
VOLUME 3, RECORD # 49 - VOLUME 4, RECORD # 50 - 
VOLUME 5, RECORD # 51 - VOLUME 6, AND RECORD # 
52 - VOLUME 7)

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.02-01-1986
REPORT
127

AR_M62204_000053 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
SITE 00002
SITE 00005
SITE 00009
SITE 00011
SITE 00018
SITE 00019
SITE 00021
SITE 00023

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS FOR 
CALIFORNIA INDUSTRY AND WASTE STREAM 
INVENTORY

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-25-1986
REPORT
3

AR_M62204_000019
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RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION 
REPORT BY USEPA

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

08-21-1986
REPORT
43

AR_M62204_001963 OU 0000007

NOTICE OF NONSUBMITTAL OF QUARTERLY REPORTS 
REQUIRED BY MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM BOARD ORDER NO. 6-85-119 FOR USMC 
YERMO CLASS III LANDFILL

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

08-26-1986
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000363 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

INTERNAL MEMO - REVIEW OF HAZARDOUS/TOXIC 
WASTE DISPOSAL SITE INSPECTION IN THE SOUTH 
LAHONTAN BASIN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-28-1986
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000008 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005

TOXIC PITS CLEANUP ACT, CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS 
OF UNAPPROVED SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS, ETC.

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

10-27-1986
CORRESPONDENCE
43

AR_M62204_000027 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE "15 YEAR DE-CONTAMINATION 
PLAN: GEORGE CLEAN-UP SLATED FOR '87 (DESERT 
DISPATCH)

YESDESERT DISPATCH - BARSTOW, 
CA

11-20-1986
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001900

TENTATIVE UPDATED WASTE DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE NEBO INDUSTRIAL WASTE 
TREATMENT PLANT, ANNOUNCEMENT OF A 10 
FEBRUARY 1987 WORKSHOP AND 12 MARCH 1987 
RWQCB BOARD MEETING

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

01-20-1987
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000012 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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NOTIFICATION OF A TELEPHONE NUMBER TO 
RESPOND TO EMERGENCY NOTIFICATIONS DURING 
NON WORKING HOURS ON ALL DISCHARGES NOT IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL PLANS OR WASTE DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-22-1987
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000950

FACILITY INSPECTION OF NEBO AND YERMO 
FACILITIES BY DHS

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES - SACRAMENTO, CA

02-24-1987
REPORT
3

AR_M62204_001961

TES IV - RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY 
ACT (RCRA) COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION 
REPORT (INCLUDES A SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES, POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS) [TES IV WORK 
ASSIGNMENT 127]

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-25-1987
REPORT
130

AR_M62204_000115 OU 0000001
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

UPDATED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS AND 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (BOARD 
ORDER NO. 6-87-36, NEBO ANNEX DOMESTIC 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-12-1987
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_000141 CAOC 00003
OU 0000002

UPDATED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS AND 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (BOARD 
ORDER NO. 6-87-37, YERMO ANNEX DOMESTIC 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-12-1987
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000142 CAOC 00022
OU 0000001

UPDATED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS AND 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (BOARD 
ORDER NO. 6-87-38, NEBO ANNEX INDUSTRIAL 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT) FACT SHEET

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

03-12-1987
FACT SHEET
15

AR_M62204_000143 CAOC 00003
OU 0000002

UPDATED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS AND 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (BOARD 
ORDER NO. 6-87-39, YERMO ANNEX INDUSTRIAL 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT). FACT SHEET

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

03-12-1987
CORRESPONDENCE
14

AR_M62204_000144 CAOC 00021
OU 0000001

LETTER REGARDING THE PROPOSED LOCATION OF 8 
NEW MONITORING WELLS

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.03-17-1987
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002290 SITE 00002

RESPONSE TO LETTER OF APRIL 3, 1987, REGARDING 
THE CONTRACT WITH SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER 
COMPANY WITH COPY OF THE CONTRACT (# N62474-74-
C-7200)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-27-1987
CORRESPONDENCE
28

AR_M62204_000832
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INSTALLATION OF GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
WELLS FOR THE YERMO ANNEX

YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.05-01-1987
REPORT
59

AR_M62204_000083 OU 0000001

HYDROGEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS (2 OF 2)

NOALMGREN AND KOPTIONAK, INC.07-01-1987
REPORT
1

AR_M62204_000067 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

DOMESTIC AND INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANT REPORT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-10-1987
REPORT
10

AR_M62204_000280

DIRECTION ON MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-16-1987
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000619

SOLID WASTE LANDFILL STUDY EVALUATING PRESENT 
SYSTEM, DESCRIBES RECOMMENDATIONS ON 
ALTERNATE SYSTEMS, AND PROVIDE COST ESTIMATE 
TO IMPLEMENT EACH ALTERNATIVE

YESGUNNY BRIZENDINE & 
POGGEMEYER

11-13-1987
REPORT
129

AR_M62204_000068 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

DOMESTIC WASTEWATER OXIDATION PONDS STUDY 
TO EVALUATE THE CAUSES OF HIGH MINERAL SALT 
CONTENT IN THE EFFLUENT OF THE DOMESTIC 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS AT NEBO AND 
YERMO

NOJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-13-1987
REPORT
1

AR_M62204_000093 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ESTIMATES FOR SITE REMEDIATION YESA. L. BURKE ENGINEERS, INC.01-01-1988
REPORT
132

AR_M62204_000074 SITE 00002
SITE 00018
SITE 00021

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY INSPECTION REPORT

YESDTSC - BERKELEY, CA03-05-1988
REPORT
68

AR_M62204_001959 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1
OU 0000002
OU 0000004

WATER SAMPLE TEST RESULTS, LEVEL OF 
CONTAMINATE METALS PRESENT IN THE NEBO AND 
YERMO WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY PONDS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-17-1988
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_000231 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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HAZARDOUS WASTE ANNUAL REPORT FY 1985 YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-28-1988
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000279

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE REQUIREMENT YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-30-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000924

SITE REMEDIATION PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-01-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000923

LETTER REGARDING POLLUTED GROUNDWATER NEAR 
BARSTOW

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

04-05-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001932 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

DESIGN COORDINATION AND REVIEW COMMENTS - 
REGARDING  SITE REMEDIATION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-12-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001326

REQUEST FOR SUBMITTAL OF GROUNDWATER 
INVESTIGATION PLAN BY THE CITY OF BARSTOW AND 
ATCHISON, TOPEKA & SANTA FE RAILWAYS

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

06-14-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001933 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SYSTEM DEFICIENCY RECORD (DEFICIENCIES IN 
DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES)

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES - SAN BERNARDINO, CA

06-15-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001940 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUESTED INFORMATION ON POTENTIAL RELEASES 
FROM SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS AS 
REQUIRED BY US EPA PERMIT #CA8170024261 (NEBO) 
AND #CA81700900232 (YERMO)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-21-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000005 OU 0000007
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MASTER PLAN UPDATE, 1988 YESMIRALLES ASSOCIATES, INC.07-11-1988
REPORT
199

AR_M62204_000092 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

COMPLIANCE INSPECTION REPORT - YERMO CLASS III 
LANDFILL

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-22-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001934 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005

FACILITIES INSPECTION REPORT: NONCOMPLIANCE - 
YERMO CLASS III LANDFILL

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-22-1988
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_001935 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005

NOTICE OF VIOLATION OF BOARD ORDER NO 6-85-119 YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-01-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001941

REQUEST FOR FUNDING AND CONDUCTING CLEANUP 
UNDER THREAT OF INITIATING ENFORCEMENT ACTION

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-17-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000945 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00021

RESPONSE TO LETTER OF AUGUST 11, 1988 WHICH 
REQUESTED THAT MCLB, BARSTOW SHOW CAUSE FOR 
FAILURE TO RESPOND TO A PREVIOUSLY ISSUED 
NOTICE OF VIOLATIONS LETTER OF APRIL 20, 1988

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-29-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000834

REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION OF BOARD ORDER 
NO 6-85-119 DATED 1 AUG, 1988

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-29-1988
CORRESPONDENCE
18

AR_M62204_001942

DOMESTIC WASTEWATER OXIDATION PONDS STUDY-
CHAPTER 1 ONLY, TO EVALUATE THE CAUSES OF HIGH 
MINERAL SALT CONTENT IN THE EFFLUENT OF THE 
DOMESTIC WASTEWATER OXIDATION PONDS

NOAQUA RESOURCES, INC.09-01-1988
REPORT
1

AR_M62204_000108 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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BASE LANDFILL SAMPLING, GROUNDWATER SAMPLING 
PERFORMED AT TWO MONITORING WELLS MW-1 AND 
MW-2

YESJAMES MONTGOMERY 
LABORATORIES

10-25-1988
REPORT
13

AR_M62204_000227 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REPORT OF ANALYTICAL DATA - SAMPLE AND ANALYZE 
MONITORING AND POTABLE WATER WELLS AT YERMO 
ANNEX

YESIT CORPORATION11-11-1988
REPORT
31

AR_M62204_000373 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMPLIANCE INSPECTION REPORT - YERMO CLASS III 
LANDFILL

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-28-1988
REPORT
5

AR_M62204_001936 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005

FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, SLUDGE REMOVAL 
(INCLUDES SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER)

YESREMEDIATION TECHNOLOGY 
CORPORATION

12-01-1988
REPORT
44

AR_M62204_001641

"MARINE BASE ACCUSED OF TOXIC DUMPING" YESLOS ANGELES TIMES - LOS 
ANGELES, CA

01-01-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001912

RESULTS OF GROUNDWATER ANALYSIS; VOA, METALS, 
AND OTHER ANALYSIS PERFORMED ON SAMPLE FROM 
AGATE 4, 5, 6

YESSOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER 
COMPANY

01-04-1989
ANALYTICAL DATA
11

AR_M62204_000235 OU 0000001

TRANSMITTAL OF WASTE DISCHARGE MONITORING 
REPORTS FOR THE MONTH OF DECEMBER 1987 
THROUGH NOVEMBER 1988 (W/ENCLOSURE) [SEE 
RECORD #2037 - LETTER REGARDING THESE REPORTS]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-09-1989
REPORT
73

AR_M62204_002062 BLDG 0000325
BLDG 0000610

NOTICE OF VIOLATION IN REGARDS TO THE 
SUBMITTAL OF WASTE DISCHARGE MONITORING 
REPORTS TO CRWQCB (W/ENCLOSURES)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-18-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002037

SUBMITTAL OF WASTE DISCHARGE MONITORING 
REPORTS FOR THE MONTH OF DECEMBER 1988 
(W/ENCLOSURES) [SEE RECORD #2037 - LETTER 
REGARDING THESE REPORTS]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-26-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002038
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SOILS INVESTIGATION, PAINT COMBAT VEHICLE 
MAINTENANCE SHOP, SUPPLEMENT TO THE 27 MAY 
1988 REPORT

YESBENTON ENGINEERING, INC.02-09-1989
REPORT
105

AR_M62204_000069 CAOC 00036
OU 0000001
OU 0000003

NOTIFICATION THAT WASTE DISCHARGE MONITORING 
REPORTS SHOULD BE SUBMITTED TO SWDIV BY THE 
10TH OF EACH MONTH IN ORDER TO ENSURE 
SUBMISSION TO CRWQCB BY THE 15TH

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-09-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002039

SUBMITTAL OF WASTE DISCHARGE MONITORING 
REPORTS FOR THE MONTH OF JANUARY 1989 
(W/ENCLOSURES) [SEE RECORD #2037 - LETTER 
REGARDING THESE REPORTS)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-22-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002046 BLDG 0000326
BLDG 0000611

TRANSMITTAL OF SLUDGE MANAGEMENT 
QUESTIONNAIRE, FROM WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD, SURVEYING ALL DOMESTIC WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT FACILITIES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-24-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002051

MONTHLY DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM BACTERIOLOGIC 
TEST RESULTS AND THE COLIFORM GROUP 
COMPLETED TEST

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-08-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001506

SUBMITTAL OF WASTE DISCHARGE MONITORING 
REPORTS FOR THE MONTH OF FEBRUARY 1989 
(W/ENCLOSURES) [SEE RECORD 2037 - LETTER 
REGARDING THESE REPORTS]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-21-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002049

SAMPLING VISIT REPORT, CONDUCTED ON 7-8 MARCH 
1989 AT THE INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
PLANTS LOCATED IN YERMO AND NEBO ANNEXES

YESA. T. KEARNEY, INC.03-22-1989
REPORT
27

AR_M62204_000232 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTIFICATION OF SITE VISIT TO CONDUCT A ROUTINE 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE EVALUATION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-28-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002048

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "CHANGES IN ATTITUDES 
PRESERVE ENVIRONMENT"

YESPROSPECTOR04-01-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002141
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RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) INSPECTION REPORT EPA REGION 9, AND 
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION WASTE COMPLIANCE 
BRANCH

YESSCIENCE APPLICATIONS 
INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

04-17-1989
REPORT
252

AR_M62204_001947 OU 0000007

SUBMITTAL OF WASTE DISCHARGE MONITORING 
REPORTS FOR THE MONTH OF MARCH 1989 
(W/ENCLOSURES) [SEE RECORD #2037 - LETTER 
REGARDING THESE REPORTS]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-19-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002047

NOTIFICATION THAT THE YERMO SOLID WASTE 
DISPOSAL SITE (SANITARY LANDFILL) WAS PLACED IN 
FOURTH RANK OF SITES IN THE STATE AND BASE IS 
REQUIRED TO SUBMIT A SOLID WASTE ASSESSMENT 
TEST BY 1 JULY 1990 AND A SWAT PROPOSAL BY 1 
JANUARY 1990

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-15-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002142 CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000005

UNDERGROUND TANK TESTING AND CERTIFICATION AT 
MOTOR TRANSPORT BLDG. S-231, REPORT 
CONTAINING RESULTS OF TESTS PERFORMED ON 
5/10/89

YESHEKIMIAN AND ASSOCIATES05-19-1989
REPORT
21

AR_M62204_000021 BLDG S-231
OU 0000004

ACTION MEMORANDUM - REMOVAL OF VOLATILE 
ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS IN YERMO DRINKING WATER 
SYSTEM

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-13-1989
REPORT
8

AR_M62204_000302 OU 0000001

PRESS RELEASE #16-89: REGARDING PROPOSAL FOR 
ACTIVITY'S PLACEMENT ON NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST 
AS A SITE REQUIRING FURTHER INVESTIGATION AND 
POSSIBLE CLEAN-UP ACTION DUE TO GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-13-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
4

AR_M62204_002143 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

"GEORGE, BARSTOW BASES PUT ON EPA HAZARD LIST" YESSUN - SUN BERNARDINO, CA07-14-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001867 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "AREA PAYS PRICE FOR PAST 
ABUSES"

YESDESERT DISPATCH - BARSTOW, 
CA

07-18-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002145
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NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "WEEK IN REVIEW" - ONE ITEM 
IS IN REGARDS TO THE PLACEMENT OF ACTIVITY ON 
THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST

YESDESERT DISPATCH - BARSTOW, 
CA

07-22-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002146

CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO. 6-89-178 YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

07-27-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001980 OU 0000005

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INVESTIGATION, 
DYNAMOMETER FACILITY, YERMO (REPORT 
LABORATORY RESULTS ONLY)

YESKENYON AND ASSOCIATES, INC.08-01-1989
REPORT
38

AR_M62204_000113

COMPLIANCE INSPECTION REPORT - YERMO CLASS III 
LANDFILL

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-01-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001937 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005

VIOLATION OF MONITORING ORGANIC CHEMICAL FOR 
THE WATER SYSTEM

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES - SAN BERNARDINO, CA

08-23-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001943 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTICE OF VIOLATIONS (BOARD ORDER NO 6-87-38 & 6-
87-39, NEBO AND YERMO INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANTS), REQUEST FOR SUBMITTAL OF 
REPORT THAT HAVE NOT BEEN RECEIVED TO DATE

YESCALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 
MANAGEMENT BOARD - 
SACRAMENTO, CA

08-28-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001944 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SOLID WASTE ASSESSMENT TEST PERFORMANCE FOR 
YERMO SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITE AND COMMENTS 
ON THE DUE DATES SET IN THE WATER BOARD'S 
CORRESPONDENCE DATED 15 MAY 1989 (SEE RECORD 
#2142 - ORIGINAL LETTER FROM RWQCB & #2147 - 
RWQCB RESPONSE TO THIS LETTER)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-29-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000002 CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000005

NOTIFICATION OF RECEIPT OF CLEANUP AND 
ABATEMENT ORDER NO. 6-89-178 WITH REQUEST TO 
SCHEDULE DISCUSSION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-29-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001984 OU 0000005

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR 
SUBMITTAL OF PROPOSAL AND REPORT FOR A SOLID 
WASTE ASSESSMENT TEST FOR THE YERMO SOLID 
WASTE DISPOSAL SITE SANITARY LANDFILL - WATER 
BOARD DENIES REQUEST DUE TO FAILURE IN 
SUPPLYING OTHER REPORTS IN A TIMELY MANNER

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-28-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002147 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON CLEAN UP AND 
ABATEMENT ORDER NO 6-89-178

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-02-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001981

4 OCTOBER 1989 MOJAVE RIVER WATER BASIN 
RESOURCES TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING AGENDA (INCLUDES PRESENTATION TO 
MOJAVE WATER AGENCY'S WATER SUPPLY CONTRACT 
WITH THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
WATER RESOURCES)

YESMOJAVE RIVER WATER BASIN 
RESOURCES TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE - 
BARSTOW, CA

10-04-1989
MINUTES
8

AR_M62204_000071 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESULTS OF GROUNDWATER ANALYSIS, 3 WELLS 
SAMPLED AND ANALYZED FOR ATRAZINE, SIMAZINE, 
EDB, DBCP, VOA

YESPACIFIC ANALYTICAL, INC.10-12-1989
ANALYTICAL DATA
21

AR_M62204_000234 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

INTERIM REPORT MOJAVE RIVER BASIN WATER 
INVENTORY INVESTIGATION, NORTHWEST OF 
HELENDALE, TO DETERMINE DEPTH OF WATER TABLE 
WHERE WELL CONTROL IS SPARSE

YESSUBSURFACE SURVEYS10-14-1989
REPORT
4

AR_M62204_000072 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

MONITORING REPORTS - BOARD ORDER NOS. 6-87-36, 
6-87-37, 6-87-38, AND 6-87-39

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-18-1989
REPORT
8

AR_M62204_000364 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FACILITY INSPECTION REPORT, BY AIR RESOURCE 
BOARD COMPLIANCE DIV. AND SAN BERNARDINO APCD

YESAIR POLLUTION CONTROL 
DISTRICT - SAN BERNARDINO, CA

10-18-1989
REPORT
9

AR_M62204_001946

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER (BARSTOW LANDFILL) BY 
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

YESENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
SERVICES - SAN BERNARDINO, CA

10-20-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001977 OU 0000005

MONITORING REPORT FOR THE GRANULAR CARBON 
ABSORPTION UNITS

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION10-23-1989
REPORT
12

AR_M62204_000365 OU 0000001

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "FBI PROBES MARINES IN TOXIC 
CASE"

YESDAILY PRESS - VICTORVILLE, CA11-02-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_002148
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PRESS RELEASE #32-89: REGARDING THE 
ANNOUNCEMENT IN WASHINGTON, DC  THAT THE 
ACTIVITY HAS BEEN CONFIRMED ON THE NATIONAL 
PRIORITIES LIST AS A FINAL SITE

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-22-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
4

AR_M62204_002149 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

"MARINE BASE ON FINAL SUPERFUND LIST" POLLUTED 
GROUNDWATER SOIL SLATED FOR CLEAN UP

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

11-24-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001868 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "MARINES DISPOSED OF 
WASTE ILLEGALLY, OFFICIALS CHARGE"

YESLOS ANGELES TIMES - LOS 
ANGELES, CA

11-28-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002150 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "FBI PROBING MARINE BASE 
DUMPING"

YESDESERT DISPATCH - BARSTOW, 
CA

11-28-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_002151 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NEWSPAPER EDITORIAL: "NO EXCUSE FOR DUMPING 
TOXICS"

YESDESERT DISPATCH - BARSTOW, 
CA

11-29-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002152 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "MARINES IN CALIF. ACCUSED 
OF DUMPING WASTE ILLEGALLY"

YESSTARS AND STRIPES - EUROPE11-29-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002153 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 
COMPREHENSIVE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) WORK PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-30-1989
REPORT
56

AR_M62204_000466

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 25 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN WITH ANALYTICAL 
DATA

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

12-01-1989
REPORT
66

AR_M62204_000081 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"CONTAMINATION CLEAN UP PROGRESSES" CARBON 
TREATMENT OF DRINKING WATER & LONG TERM 
CLEAN UP MEASURES CURRENTLY UNDER STUDY FOR 
MCLB, BARSTOW

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

12-01-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001869 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE - SITE VISIT TO THE INDUSTRIAL 
WASTE TREATMENT PLANT AT THE YERMO ANNEX

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

12-04-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002050 BLDG 0000573

CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO. 6-89-208 
(YERMO CLASS III LANDFILL)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-19-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001982 OU 0000005

CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO. 6-89-209 
(BARSTOW CLASS III LANDFILL)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-19-1989
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001983

PRESS RELEASE #34-89: REGARDING THE JOINT 
EFFORT BETWEEN THE ACTIVITY AND SAN BERNADINO 
COUNTY OFFICIALS TO REMOVE 33 BARRELS OF 
SANDBLAST RESIDUE DELIVERED TO THE COUNTY 
LANDFILL BETWEEN FEBRUARY AND JULY 1989

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW. CA12-27-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002154 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "CLEANUP OF MCLB TOXIC 
WASTE ORDERED"

YESDESERT DISPATCH - BARSTOW, 
CA

12-30-1989
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002155 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

SOLID WASTE ASSESSMENT TEST, YERMO ANNEX 
SANITARY LANDFILL

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

01-01-1990
REPORT
184

AR_M62204_000241 CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000005
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NEWSPAPER ARTICLE: "MARINES ORDERED TO 
REMOVE TOXIC WASTE"

YESLOS ANGELES TIMES - LOS 
ANGELES, CA

01-05-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002156 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NOTIFICATION FOR THE RETIREMENT OF THE 
CURRENT MILITARY LIAISON AT THE LAHONTAN 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD AND TO 
INTRODUCE NEW MILITARY LIAISON, MS. AVERIL 
BIGGAR

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-09-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000951

REQUEST FOR RE-PRIORITIZATION OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT AND NEGOTIATION OF THE FEDERAL 
FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA) FOR THE MARINE CORPS 
LOGISTICS BASE (MCLB) BARSTOW

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-11-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001766

SUMMARY REPORT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBLITY STUDY WORK PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-01-1990
REPORT
52

AR_M62204_000457 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SOLID WASTE ASSESSMENT TREATMENT REPORT - 
YERMO ANNEX SANITARY LANDFILL

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-01-1990
REPORT
226

AR_M62204_001534 OU 0000007

FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT FOR BARSTOW 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE (MCLB)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-05-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001765

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT THAT AGENCY IS REQUIRED 
UNDER CERCLA TO CONDUCT A HEALTH ASSESSMENT 
FOR MCLB BARSTOW

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-13-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001531

WASTEWATER ANALYSIS RESULTS, VOAS, INORGANICS YESNAVY PUBLIC WORKS CENTER - 
SAN DIEGO, CA

02-19-1990
ANALYTICAL DATA
7

AR_M62204_000237 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANALYTICAL RESULTS, OPERATION OF THE CALGON 
CARBON MODEL 10 UNITS INSTALLED ON WELLS 3 AND 
5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION02-26-1990
REPORT
13

AR_M62204_000366 OU 0000001
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RESPONSE TO PHONE CONVERSATION CONCERNING 
DELAYS BEING ENCOUNTERED IN SUBMISSION OF A 
PART A & B APPLICATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-27-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000791

FINAL REPORT ASSESSMENT OF GROUNDWATER 
QUALITY NEAR BARSTOW, APPENDICES A THROUGH H 
(VOLUME 2 OF 4)

YESGERAGHTY AND MILLER, INC.03-01-1990
REPORT
190

AR_M62204_000077 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SAMPLING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE DRINKING WATER 
WELLS, YERMO AREA (SEE RECORD #1008 - 
COMMENTS)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-01-1990
REPORT
168

AR_M62204_000498 CAOC 00037
OU 0000001

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION /FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-01-1990
REPORT
40

AR_M62204_001677

REVIEW OF THE WORK PLAN FOR SAMPLING 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE DRINKING WATER WELLS AROUND 
BARSTOW (SEE RECORD # 498 - WORK PLAN  FOR 
SAMPLING PUBLIC/PRIVATE DRINKING WATER WELLS 
AROUND BARSTOW)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-08-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001008 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN, WITH MAILING LIST OF 
PUBLIC OFFICIALS INTERVIEWED

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-08-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001815

"YERMO WELLS TO BE TESTED FOR GROUNDWATER 
QUALITY"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

03-17-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001850 OU 0000001

FINAL REPORT ASSESSMENT OF GROUNDWATER 
QUALITY NEAR BARSTOW, 4 NEW GROUNDWATER 
WELLS WERE INSTALLED AND EXTENSIVE LAB 
ANALYSIS WAS CONDUCTED (VOLUME 1 OF 4)

YESGERAGHTY AND MILLER, INC.03-19-1990
REPORT
153

AR_M62204_000076 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL REPORT ASSESSMENT OF GROUNDWATER 
QUALITY NEAR BARSTOW -  APPENDIX I (VOLUME 3 OF 
4)

YESGERAGHTY AND MILLER, INC.03-19-1990
REPORT
366

AR_M62204_000078 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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FINAL REPORT ASSESSMENT OF GROUNDWATER 
QUALITY NEAR BARSTOW - APPENDICES J AND K 
(VOLUME 4 OF 4)

YESGERAGHTY AND MILLER, INC.03-19-1990
REPORT
187

AR_M62204_000079 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CONFIRMATION OF MEETING ON APRIL 5TH & 6TH TO 
DISCUSS DATA NEEDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE RISK 
ASSESSMENTS FOR NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST SITES, 
CAMP PENDLETON, EL TORO, BARSTOW, AND YUMA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-20-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000205

FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENTS (FFA) FOR MARINE 
CORPS BASE IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-20-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001764

CORRESPONDENCE CONCERNING MCLB, YERMO 
ANNEX, TOXIC PITS CLEAN UP ACT CEASE DISCHARGE 
STATUS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-26-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001958

"NICE TO SEE ACTION ON BARSTOW BASE CLEAN UP 
OF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

03-28-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001836 OU 0000001

"DMA INSTITUTES TEMPORARY PROCESS FOR 
INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER DISPOSAL"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

04-06-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001854 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTICES OF NONCOMPLIANCE OF RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) AND 
HSWA FOR NEBO & YERMO FACILITIES

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-06-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
49

AR_M62204_001945 OU 0000007

TOXIC PITS AT THE INDUTRIAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANT SITE IN THE YERMO ANNEX

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-13-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001939 CAOC 00017
OU 0000003

SOIL INVESTIGATION, FY 1991, MCON PROJECT P. 655, 
PAINT COMBAT VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOP WITH 
RESULTS OF SOIL INVESTIGATION

YESBENTON ENGINEERING, INC.04-23-1990
REPORT
115

AR_M62204_000089 CAOC 00036
OU 0000001
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ANALYTICAL RESULTS, OPERATION OF THE CALGON 
CARBON MODEL 10 UNITS INSTALLED ON WELLS 3 AND 
5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION04-23-1990
REPORT
8

AR_M62204_000367 OU 0000001

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN - MODIFICATION 05 - SOLID 
WASTE WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT TEST REPORT 
CLOSURE PLAN AND CLEANUP PLAN FOR THE YERMO 
CLASS III LANDFILL

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-30-1990
REPORT
53

AR_M62204_000265

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) INSPECTION REPORT EPA REGION 9, 
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-02-1990
REPORT
108

AR_M62204_001948 OU 0000007

ALTERNATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY STUDY TO 
REPLACE/SUPPLEMENT THE GROUNDWATER AT 
YERMO ANNEX

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-07-1990
REPORT
28

AR_M62204_000088 CAOC 00037
OU 0000001

"MCLB TESTS INDICATE WELLS OFF-BASE NOT 
CONTAMINATED"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

05-07-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001866 OU 0000001

"SOME GOOD NEWS FOR YERMO WATER" WELLS 
CLEAN

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

05-08-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001865 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"TESTS SHOW MARINE WELLS NOT TAINTED" WATER 
FROM PUBLIC AND PRIVATE WELLS EXCEEDS STATE 
DRINKING WATER STANDARDS

YESSUN - SAN BERNARDINO, CA05-09-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001863 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"MCLB IMPROVES WASTE HANDLING, WASTEWATER 
TRUCKED OFF SITE FOR DISPOSAL TREATMENT"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

05-09-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001864 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"GROUNDWATER AT YERMO MEETS SAFE WATER 
STANDARDS"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

05-11-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001862 OU 0000001
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WASTE MINIMIZATION AND TREATMENT/DISPOSAL 
ALTERNATIVES IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, MODIFICATION 
04

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-15-1990
REPORT
36

AR_M62204_000036

ORIGINAL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM THE ANALYSIS 
OF GROUNDWATER SAMPLES FROM PUBLIC/PRIVATE 
WELLS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-16-1990
ANALYTICAL DATA
151

AR_M62204_000391

9 MAY 1990 MEETING MINUTES DISCUSSING THE 
YERMO AND NEBO NOTICES OF NONCOMPLIANCES 
(INCLUDES AGENDA, SIGN-IN SHEET, AND DRAFT 
RESPONSE REGARDING RECENT MCLB ACTIONS 
IMPACTING ON EPA LETTER OF NONCOMPLIANCE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-18-1990
MINUTES
6

AR_M62204_000797

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF NON COMPLIANCE YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-18-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001955

MEMORANDUM TO FILE 9 MAY 1990 MEETING, TRIP 
REPORT (INCLUDES AGENDA, SIGN-IN SHEET, AND 
DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-18-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002781

ANALYTICAL RESULTS, OPERATION OF THE CALGON 
CARBON MODEL 10 UNITS INSTALLED ON WELLS 3 AND 
5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION05-21-1990
REPORT
9

AR_M62204_000368 OU 0000001

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS REPORT FOR 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE DRINKING WATER WELLS, YERMO 
AREA

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-29-1990
REPORT
370

AR_M62204_001536 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"DA TO FILE CHARGES IN DUMPING BY MARINE BASE" YESDESERT DISPATCH - BARSTOW, 
CA

05-31-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_000300 OU 0000005

SOLID WASTE ASSESSMENT TEST PROPOSAL FOR THE 
YERMO ANNEX SANITARY LANDFILL

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-01-1990
REPORT
222

AR_M62204_000003 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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SITE INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN FOR THE YERMO 
ANNEX SANITARY LANDFILL

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-01-1990
REPORT
142

AR_M62204_000458 CAOC 00035
OU 0000001

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF NON COMPLIANCE FROM 
U.S. EPA

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-01-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001954

NOTIFICATION OF DON'S INTENT TO NEGOTIATE A 
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT FOR THIS ACTIVITY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-05-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002072

TRANSMITTAL OF WATER ANALYSIS FROM FAUCET AT 
NEBO BASE IN BLDG. 198 (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESGROUNDWATER TECHNOLOGY, 
INC.

06-11-1990
ANALYTICAL DATA
18

AR_M62204_000238 BLDG 0000198
OU 0000002

FOLLOW-UP NEWS RELEASE ON WAREHOUSE FIRE 
AND EXPLOSION BASED ON JAG INVESTIGATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-11-1990
REPORT
6

AR_M62204_000299

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN-MODIFICATION 5, REV. 1 - 
SOLID WASTE WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT TEST 
(SWAT) REPORT, CLOSURE PLAN & CLEANUP PLAN 
FOR THE YERMO CLASS III LANDFILL

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-19-1990
REPORT
53

AR_M62204_000286

ANALYTICAL RESULTS, OPERATION OF THE CALGON 
CARBON MODEL 10 UNITS INSTALLED ON WELLS 3 AND 
5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION06-29-1990
REPORT
7

AR_M62204_000369 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

THIRD QUARTER DRINKING WATER WELL ANALYSIS 
RESULTS; TITLE 22 WATER TESTING

YESMONTGOMERY LABORATORIES07-13-1990
ANALYTICAL DATA
22

AR_M62204_000240 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANALYTICAL RESULTS, OPERATION OF THE CALGON 
CARBON MODEL 10 UNITS INSTALLED ON WELLS 3 AND 
5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION08-13-1990
REPORT
7

AR_M62204_000370 OU 0000001
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REVISED SCHEDULE FOR PRIMARY DOCUMENTS 
BASED ON DISCUSSION BETWEEN NAVY AND EPA; 
ALSO INCLUDED IS REVISED STATEMENT OF FACTS 
AND EPA COMMENTS ON SOLID WASTE ASSESSMENT 
TEST PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-22-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001990 OU 0000002
OU 0000003

ANALYTICAL RESULTS, OPERATION OF THE CALGON 
CARBON MODEL 10 UNITS INSTALLED ON WELLS 3 AND 
5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION09-06-1990
REPORT
7

AR_M62204_000371 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENTS FOR THE CAMP 
PENDLETON, EL TORO AND BARSTOW SUPERFUND 
SITES

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-11-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
58

AR_M62204_001797

NOTIFICATION OF POSTPONEMENT OF 
DRILLING/SAMPLING OF OFF-SITE MONITORING WELLS 
UNTIL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
IMPLEMENTATION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-13-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000798

NOTIFICATION OF POSTPONEMENT OF 
DRILLING/SAMPLING OF OFF-SITE MONITORING WELLS 
UNTIL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
IMPLEMENTATION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-13-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000799

NOTIFICATION OF POSTPONEMENT OF 
DRILLING/SAMPLING OF OFF-SITE MONITORING WELLS 
UNTIL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
IMPLEMENTATION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-13-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000800

FEDERAL FACILITY COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT MCLB 
NEBO, BETWEEN MCLB AND US EPA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-28-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
33

AR_M62204_001950 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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FEDERAL FACILITIES COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT MCLB 
YERMO BETWEEN MCLB AND EPA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-28-1990
REPORT
35

AR_M62204_001957 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, GARRISON MOBILE 
EQUIPMENT FACILITY

YESDAMES & MOORE10-01-1990
REPORT
118

AR_M62204_000537 BLDG 0000614

NOTIFICATON THAT THE FIRST TECHNICAL REVIEW 
COMMITTEE (TRC) MEETING WILL BE HELD AT MCLB ON 
NOVEMBER 15, 1990 AT 9:00 A.M.

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-01-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000850

FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT UNDER CERCLA 
SECTION 120

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-01-1990
REPORT
111

AR_M62204_001793

BASE ORDER 6280.2 HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM TO ESTABLISH POLICY AND 
PROCEDURE FOR THE USE AND DISPOSAL OF 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-02-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_000099

ANALYTICAL RESULTS, OPERATION OF THE CALGON 
CARBON MODEL 10 UNITS INSTALLED ON WELLS 3 AND 
5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION10-09-1990
REPORT
13

AR_M62204_000372 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

INFORMATIVE LETTER REGARDING THE FIRST 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-10-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000796

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 34 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

"PACTS SIGNED FOR CLEAN UP OF HAZARDOUS SITE 
AT MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

10-10-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001860 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REPAIRS TO DOMESTIC WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
PLANT FACILITIES, NEBO ANNEX

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-17-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001967

LETTER REGARDING MEETING OF PROJECT 
MANAGERS AND MEEETING OF TECHNICAL REVIEW 
COMMITTEE

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-19-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000801

"TEMPORARY TREATMENT UNIT FOR INDUSTRIAL 
WASTEWATER TESTED AT DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
ACTIVITY"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

10-19-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001861 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REQUEST FOR FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF OFFSITE 
CONTAMINATION OF GROUNDWATER AND COMMENTS 
ON THE FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS REPORT FOR 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE DRINKING WATER WELLS - YERMO 
AREA, DATED 29 MAY 1990

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-22-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001037 OU 0000001

FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT UNDER CERCLA 
SECTION 120 BETWEEN MCLB, USEPA AND CDHS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-24-1990
REPORT
109

AR_M62204_001953 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 35 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

REVIEW OF THE SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS REPORT 
FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE DRINKING WATER WELLS IN 
THE YERMO AREA

YESCRWQCB - SAN DIEGO, CA10-26-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001038 OU 0000001

"EPA, STATE AND NAVY SIGN FEDERAL FACILITY 
AGREEMENTS FOR MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

10-26-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001859 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

FINAL INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND 
RECYCLING FACILITY REPORT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-29-1990
REPORT
86

AR_M62204_000266

RESPONSE TO US EPA ON THE FEDERAL FACILITIES 
COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-29-1990
REPORT
161

AR_M62204_001952 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED SEPTEMBER 1990, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5 (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION10-30-1990
REPORT
6

AR_M62204_000258 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROCEDURES FOR ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 
COMPLIANCE FOR THE MOJAVE DESERT TORTOISE

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE - 
PORTLAND, OR

11-01-1990
GUIDANCE
65

AR_M62204_000452 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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TRANSMITTL OF THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT REMOVAL 
ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR INDUSTRIAL WASTE 
SLUDGE AT YERMO (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-02-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
14

AR_M62204_000313 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

COMMENTS ON THE REMOVAL ACTION FOR 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE AT YERMO ANNEX INDICATING 
CONCERNS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-05-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000306 CAOC 00017
OU 0000003

STATUS REPORT ON INSTALLATION RESTORATION 
PROGRAM PROJECTS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-06-1990
REPORT
7

AR_M62204_000846

RESULTS OF GROUNDWATER ANALYSIS; ANALYSIS 
WAS PERFORMED FOR REGULATED ORGANIC 
CHEMICALS AND RADIOACTIVE SUBSTANCES

YESMONTGOMERY LABORATORIES11-19-1990
ANALYTICAL DATA
15

AR_M62204_000236 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

14 NOVEMBER 1990 REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGERS 
(RPM) MEETING MINUTES (INCLUDES AGENDA, 
ATTENDANCE SIGN-UP SHEET, AND STATUS REPORT)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-21-1990
MINUTES
10

AR_M62204_000835 OU 0000005

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN, 
DATED SEPTEMBER 1990

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-21-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000996 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

ARTICLE:  "REVIEW TEAM TAKES CLOSE LOOK AT BASE 
WASTE CLEAN UP AT BARSTOW"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

11-21-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001858

TRANSMITTAL OF THE OCTOBER 1990 ANALYTICAL 
REPORT FOR THE OPERATION OF THE CALGON 
CARBON MODEL 10 UNITS INSTALLED ON WELLS 3 AND 
5 (LETTER RECEIVED IN RESTORATION RECORDS FILE 
W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION11-26-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001504
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN, DATED SEPTEMBER 1990

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-27-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000997 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY, HEALTH AND 
SAFETY PLAN, DATED SEPTEMBER 1990

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES - SACRAMENTO, CA

11-27-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000998 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN, DATED SEPTEMBER 1990

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES - SACRAMENTO, CA

11-27-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000999 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT WORK PLAN, SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN, QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN 
AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN DATED 
SEPTEMBER 26, 1990

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-28-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
60

AR_M62204_000978 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS PLAN, DATED SEPTEMBER 1990

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-28-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000994 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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REQUIREMENTS ON THE REMOVAL ACTION FOR 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE AT YERMO ANNEX

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-29-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000314 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN, 
DATED SEPTEMBER 1990

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-29-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000995 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN, 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, QUALITY ASSURANCE 
PROJECT PLAN, COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN, 
HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-30-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000980 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

"MCLB, BARSTOW HOSTS FIRST TRC MEETING" YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

11-30-1990
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001857 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

SUBMITTAL TO THE US EPA IN RESPONSE TO FEDERAL 
FACILITIES COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA12-05-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001956 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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REVISED ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR INDUSTRIAL 
WASTE SLUDGE AND PCB AT YERMO ANNEX

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-21-1990
REPORT
15

AR_M62204_000312 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

TRANSMITTAL OF THE REVISED DRAFT REMOVAL 
ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR INDUSTRIAL WASTE 
SLUDGE AND PCB SOILS, YERMO ANNEX (ENCLOSURE 
IS RECORD #312)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-21-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000336 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

TRANSMITTAL OF THE WORK PLAN, HEALTH AND 
SAFETY PLAN, AND THE SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
PLAN (INCLUDING QA PROJECT PLAN) FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-27-1990
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000525

RESPONSE TO THE US EPA ON THE FEDERAL 
FACILITIES COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA12-28-1990
REPORT
100

AR_M62204_001951 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

OIL/HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SPILL PREVENTION 
CONTROL AND COUNTERMEASURES PLAN [UPDATE OF 
A PLAN PREPARED IN 1984]

YESDAMES & MOORE01-01-1991
REPORT
217

AR_M62204_000116

CALIFORNIA STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR WATER WELL 
DESTRUCTION - SENATE BILL NO. 1817

YESENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC WORKS 
AGENCY - SAN BERNARDINO, CA

01-01-1991
GUIDANCE
21

AR_M62204_000444 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE FFA DURING THE 45 
DAY PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-02-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001767

LETTER REPORT ON THE SAMPLING OF SLUDGE 
LAGOON #1 NEBO DOMESTIC WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT FACILITY

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL01-03-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_001549 CAOC 00003
OU 0000002
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CONCERNS REGARDING DRAFT REMOVAL ACTION 
MEMORANDUM

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-10-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000304 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

LETTER REGARDING INTENT TO UTILIZE 30-DAY 
EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL OF DRAFT FINAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR 
MCAS EL TORO AND MCLB BARSTOW

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000817

NOTIFICATION THAT ACTIVITY RECOMMENDATIONS 
HAVE BEEN INCORPORATED INTO THE DRAFT ACTION 
MEMORANDUM ON THE PROPOSED REMOVAL ACTION 
CONCERNING THE YERMO ANNEX INDUSTRIAL WASTE 
TREATMENT PLANT AND THE DOMESTIC WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT FACILITY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002043

APPROVAL FROM EPA AND STATE OF CALIFORNIA TO 
EXTEND PART OF THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT 
(RFA)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-18-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000204

REVIEW OF THE REVISED DRAFT REMOVAL OF 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SLUDGE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-18-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000310 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCY COMMENTS 
(CRWQCB AND DTSC) ON RI/FS WORK PLAN DATED 
SEPTEMBER 1990

NOJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

01-18-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001367 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED NOVEMBER 1990 ON 
WELL NOS 3 AND 5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION01-25-1991
REPORT
6

AR_M62204_000244 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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RESPONSE TO LETTER OF 1/15/91 WITH COMMENTS ON 
THE OIL/HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SPILL PREVENTION 
CONTROL AND COUNTERMEASURES PLAN (SEE 
RECORD #116 - SPCC PLAN & RECORD # 2042 - 
ORIGINAL LETTER)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-30-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002044 BLDG 0000325

PROPOSED REMOVAL ACTION, YERMO ANNEX 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT PLANT AND 
DOMESTIC WASTE TREATMENT FACILITY - INCLUDES 
REMOVAL ACTION MEMORANDUM, FOR SITES 17 AND 
34, WITHOUT APPENDIX D

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-31-1991
REPORT
60

AR_M62204_000112 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

PROPOSED WASTE REMOVAL AT YERMO ANNEX YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-31-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000305 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

CLARIFICATION FOR REMOVAL OF SLUDGE FROM 
SURFACE IMPOUNDMENT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-06-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000307 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

NOTIFICATION OF EXTENSION TO THE FEDERAL 
FACILITIES AGREEMENT FOR SUBMITTAL OF REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY DOCUMENTS AND 
SUGGESTION TO REQUEST ANOTHER EXTENSION IF 
NEW DEADLINE IS IN DOUBT (SEE RECORD #817 - 
EXTENSION REQUEST)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-08-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002045

FINAL COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED)

NOJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-08-1991
REPORT
75

AR_M62204_002273

RECORDS OF WATER LEVELS IN WELLS TOWNSHIP 9N 
RANGE 1W THROUGH TOWNSHIP 9N RANGE PRINTED 
2/14/91 IN RESPONSE TO JACOBS ENGINEERING 
GROUP REQUEST

YESU S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY02-14-1991
REPORT
63

AR_M62204_000014 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

GUIDANCE FORMS FOR PREPARING THE RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT (RFA)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-14-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
41

AR_M62204_000440
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SUBMITTAL OF ACTION MEMORANDUM INVOLVING 
REMOVAL OF SLUDGE FROM SURFACE 
IMPOUNDMENTS AT YERMO ANNEX TO TECHNICAL 
REVIEW COMMITTEE FOR COMMENT (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD #312)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000308 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

REQUEST FOR A 30-DAY EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL 
OF DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000814

REQUEST FOR A 30-DAY EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL 
OF DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000818

REQUEST FOR A 30-DAY EXTENSION FOR THE 
SUBMISSION OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000842

PROJECTED TIMETABLE AND MAJOR MILESTONES FOR 
TRANSPORTABLE TREATMENT UNIT INSTALLATION AT 
YERMO ANNEX

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-19-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002040

PROPOSED APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND 
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE - 
VENTURA, CA

02-20-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000191

"MARINE BASE AT BARSTOW UNVEILS SLUDGE 
REMOVAL PLAN"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

02-20-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001856 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

NOTIFICATION THAT MARK SCHNELL IS THE ON SCENE 
COORDINATOR AND DAVID DEMARS IS REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGER FOR ACTIVITY

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-21-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002033

LETTER CLARIFYING SUBMITTAL DATE FOR DRAFT 
FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY 
PLANNING DOCUMENT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-22-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000810
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RESPONSE TO LETTERS OF FEBRUARY 19 & 25, 1991 
REGARDING A REQUEST TO EXTEND SUBMITTAL OF 
THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-25-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000206

"CONSULTANT HIRED TO REMOVE SAND BLAST 
RESIDUE DISPOSED AT LANDFILL, AT MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESDESERT DISPATCH - BARSTOW, 
CA

02-27-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001855

GROUNDWATER ISSUE: DENSE NON-AQUEOUS PHASE 
LIQUIDS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-01-1991
GUIDANCE
20

AR_M62204_000436 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN REMEDIAL 
INVESTGATION/FEASIBLITY STUDY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-01-1991
REPORT
161

AR_M62204_000568 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

MEMORANDUM ON INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT WITH 
US EPA REGARDING THE YERMO ANNEX SLUDGE 
REMOVAL ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-04-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002034 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RELEASE OF 55-GALLONS OF TRITIUM CONTAMINATED 
WATER INTO YERMO ANNEX DOMESTIC SEWER 
SYSTEM AND DETAILS OF REASONS WHY SPILL 
OCCURRED (LETTER RECEIVED W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-07-1991
REPORT
3

AR_M62204_000015 OU 0000001

SWDIV INTENDS TO PURSUE THE YERMO ANNEX 
SLUDGE AND CONTAMINATED SOIL REMOVAL ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-13-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002035 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED FEBRUARY 1991, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION03-15-1991
REPORT
8

AR_M62204_000256 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED JANUARY 1991, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION03-15-1991
REPORT
4

AR_M62204_000257 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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"BARSTOW BASES NAMED IN TOXIC WASTE REPORT" YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

03-16-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001853

THANK YOU LETTER FOR THE GRANTING OF AN 
EXTENSION FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SCOPING 
DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-20-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000807

AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE 
REGISTRY (ATSDR) MEETING MEMORANDUM DATED 21 
MARCH 1991 AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 
RELEASES MEMORANDUM DATED 21 MARCH 1991

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-21-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001530

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REQUEST NO. RIN-9-
2092-90 (COPIES OF 43 DOCUMENTS)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-26-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_000033

REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE WITH THE 
REMOVAL OF SURFACE IMPOUNDMENT SLUDGE

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-27-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000309 CAOC 00017
OU 0000003

UTILITIES INSTALLATION HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-27-1991
REPORT
52

AR_M62204_000569 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL AND CONTRACTUAL 
ASSISTANCE TO CONDUCT A NON-TIME CRITICAL 
REMOVAL ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-27-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000844

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN, 
DATED MARCH 1991

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA03-27-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000990 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
PLAN

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-27-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000991 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-27-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001001 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION PRIOR TO 
CONDUCTING THE VISUAL SITE INSPECTION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-28-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002029 BLDG 0000021A
BLDG 0000099
BLDG 0000162
BLDG 0000433

ANALYTICAL REPORT - MARCH 1991 FOR WELLS 3 AND 
5  - CARBON TREATED WATER EFFLUENT

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION04-02-1991
ANALYTICAL DATA
8

AR_M62204_000243

LETTER REGARDING TIMELY SUBMITTAL OF REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SCOPING 
DOCUMENTS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-03-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000633 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

RETURN OF AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS USED FOR 
COMPLETION OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN 
(LETTER RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORD 
FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURES)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-04-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002030
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MEMORANDUM REGARDING THE QUALITY AND TIMELY 
SUBMITTAL OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SCOPING 
DOCUMENTS (SEE RECORD #807- LETTER TO EPA 
REGARDING THESE DOCUMENTS)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-05-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002031

COMMENTS ON THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT DRAFT 
PRELIMINARY REVIEW (SEE RECORD #1533 - RFA 
PRELIMINARY REVIEW)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-10-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002032

SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-15-1991
REPORT
59

AR_M62204_000497 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF FACILITIES HISTORICAL DRAWING 
INDEX DATABASE (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-19-1991
OTHER
135

AR_M62204_000034

CONCERNS REGARDING TECHNICAL REVIEW 
COMMITTEE CHARTER FOR THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY AND RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-29-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000631 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN AND QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT 
PLAN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-29-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001034 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED APRIL 1991, WELL NOS. 3 
AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION04-30-1991
REPORT
8

AR_M62204_000254 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CONDITIONAL APPROVAL AND REVIEW OF THE 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION /FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK 
PLAN AND SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-30-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_000988 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN AND QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT 
PLAN (SEE COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-30-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001033 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
70

AR_M62204_000982 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

RIGHT-OF-WAY GRANT FOR KERN/MOJAVE PIPELINE YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-02-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000443

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR APPLICABLE OR 
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS 
(ARARS) FOR THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) AND 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT (RFA) ACTIVITIES

YESCALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 
MANAGEMENT BOARD - 
SACRAMENTO, CA

05-02-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001512
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NOTIFICATION OF LABORATORY APPROVAL YESNAVAL ENERGY AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL SUPPORT 
ACTIVITY (NEESA) - PORT 
HUENEME, CA

05-06-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000395

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE FIELD SAMPLING 
PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING PLAN WAS NOT RECEIVED IN 
THE RESTORATION RECORDS FILE)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-06-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000792

PROJECT NOTE 5 - ITEMS REQUIRING DISCUSSION 
WITH THE AGENCIES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-10-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000928

UPDATED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK DEFENSE 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ACCOUNT 
CERTIFICATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000356

REVIEW OF RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT DRAFT 
PRELIMINARY REVIEW REPORT (SEE RECORD #1533 - 
RFA PRELIMINARY REVIEW)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000629 OU 0000007

RESPONSE TO LETTER CONCERNING APPROVAL OF 
DRAFT COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN AND HEALTH 
AND SAFETY PLAN FOR THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY AND RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000634 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

LETTER IN REGARDS TO REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN TIME 
EXTENSION SUBMITTAL

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000649 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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DISPOSAL OF WASTE EFFLUENT FROM NEBO 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000188

DISPOSAL OF DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY 
HAZARDOUS WASTE EFFLUENT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000189

TRANSMITTAL OF THE EMERGENCY/SHORT TERM 
TREATMENT ANALYSIS FORM (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000282

UNDERGROUND AND ABOVEGROUND STORAGE TANK 
SERVICES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000396

QUALITY ASSURANCE SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN 
TO EVALUATE REMOVAL ACTIONS FOR SLUDGE IN 22 
SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS IN YERMO ANNEX

YESECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC.

05-17-1991
REPORT
31

AR_M62204_000109 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

QUALITY ASSURANCE SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN 
FOR INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT PLANT PLAN 
TRANSMITTED TO THE EPA

YESECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC.

05-17-1991
REPORT
26

AR_M62204_000114 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR SAMPLING & ANALYSIS 
PLAN SUBMITTAL FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY ACTIVITIES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-22-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000630 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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RESPONSE TO US EPA LETTER DATED 15 MAY 1991, ON 
THE APPROVAL OF TIME EXTENSION FOR SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN SUBMITTAL

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-22-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000652 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

RESPONSE TO THE CONCERNS ON TECHNICAL 
REVIEW COMMITTEE CHARTER FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY AND RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES (LETTER RECEIVED IN 
RESTORATION RECORD FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURE

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-23-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000632 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVISED ANALYTICAL REPORTS, MARCH AND APRIL 
1991, CALGON CARBON MODEL 10, WELL NOS. 3 AND 5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION05-28-1991
REPORT
19

AR_M62204_000382 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"LEAD WASTE DUMPED IN LANDFILL" YESSUN - SAN BERNARDINO, CA06-01-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_000301 OU 0000005

PROGRESS REPORT FOR JUNE 1991 YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

06-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000357

CTO TRANSFER STATUS SHEET YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000922

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM TECHNICAL 
REVIEW COMMITTEE MAILING LIST

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-01-1991
MINUTES
4

AR_M62204_001817
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REPORT FOR MAY 1991, CALGON CARBON MODEL 10, 
WELL NOS. 3 AND 5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION06-03-1991
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000380 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING JACOBS DOCUMENT QUALITY YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-14-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000921

EXTRACTS FROM AMENDMENT TO REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000925 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION FOR SUBMISSION OF 
DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-17-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000655 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL FOR RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN 
AND REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
ADDENDUM

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-17-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001680

CLARIFICATION OF TIME EXTENSION REQUEST 
SUBMITTED 17 JUNE 1991 (SEE RECORD # 655 - 
REQUEST FOR EXTENSION)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-20-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000656 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM REGARDING DATA 
MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-21-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
19

AR_M62204_000927
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PCB SAMPLING PLAN ATTACHMENT SUBMITTED 5/17/91 
MCLB YERMO ANNEX DOMESTIC WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT FACILITY

YESECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC.

06-25-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000117 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED JUNE 1991, WELL NOS. 3 
AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION06-25-1991
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000253 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SAMPLE, CLEAN AND FILL UNDERGROUND STORAGE 
TANKS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-27-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_000281

PROGRESS REPORT FOR JULY 1991 YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

07-01-1991
REPORT
6

AR_M62204_000355

CORRESPONDENCE REGARDING STREAMBED 
ALTERATION NOTIFICATION

YESCALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
FISH AND GAME - LONG BEACH, 
CA

07-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001716

ASBESTOS SURVEY AND ABATEMENT PLAN YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-02-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000620

NOTIFICATION REGARDING DIFFICULTIES AT BARSTOW 
SITE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

07-02-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000926

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM TECHNICAL 
REVIEW COMMITTEE MEMBERS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-03-1991
MINUTES
5

AR_M62204_001818

"MCLB, BARSTOW BEGINS STORAGE TANK REMOVALS" YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

07-06-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001851
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28 JUNE 1991 TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE (TRC) 
MEETING MINUTES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-07-1991
MINUTES
8

AR_M62204_000823

NO FURTHER ACTION ON FINAL AIR TOXIC EMISSIONS 
INVENTORY REPORT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-08-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000186

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) 
AMENDMENTS TO WORK PLANS FOR SOILS 
INVESTIGATION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-08-1991
REPORT
77

AR_M62204_000501 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR TIME EXECUTION FOR SAMPLING VISIT, 
VISUAL SITE INSPECTION AND DRAFT RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR RFA ACTIVITIES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-08-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000641 OU 0000007

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE IN SUBMITTAL DATES FOR 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT, SAMPLING VISIT 
WORK PLAN AND VISUAL SITE INSPECTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-08-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000657 OU 0000007

TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR SITE TOURS OF 15-16 JULY 
1991 IR PROGRAM

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-08-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001678

RESCISSION OF CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDERS 6-
89-178 AND 6-89-208

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-08-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001985 OU 0000005
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE INDUSTRIAL WATER QUALITY 
MONITORING REPORT FOR THE MONTH OF JUNE 1991 
(W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-10-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_000384 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR TEMPORARY 
TREATMENT UNIT FOR WASTEWATER

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-12-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000187

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN AMENDMENT (LETTER RECEIVED IN 
THE RESTORATION RECORD FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000642 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN AMENDMENT (ENCLOSURE NOT 
RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORD FILE)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002802 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN AMENDMENT (ENCLOSURE NOT 
RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORD FILE)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002803 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE ECOLOGY AND 
ENVIRONMENT SAMPLINGS AND ANALYSIS PLANS FOR 
INVESTIGATION-DERIVED WASTE SLUDGE AND PCB-
CONTAMINATED SOILS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001221

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING NOTES 
CONDUCTED ON 17 JULY 1991

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-17-1991
MINUTES
22

AR_M62204_001820

17 JULY 1991, MEETING NOTES FROM TECHNICAL 
REVIEW COMMITTEE (TRC) REGARDING REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY SUTDY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-18-1991
MINUTES
22

AR_M62204_000839

LETTER PROVIDING INFORMATION REGARDING 
SEISMIC SURVEY AT RI/FS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-19-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001718
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LETTER REGARDING SITE VISIT AND MEETINGS OF 19 
JULY 91

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-21-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001679

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON PART B APPLICATION  
RELATED TO CLOSURE OF WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
PLANT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-22-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001482

TENTATIVE SCHEDULE FOR OCTOBER 1991 TECHNICAL 
REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING  (INCLUDES 17 JULY 
1991 TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
ATTENDANCE LIST)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-23-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000822

REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION FOR SUBMISSION OF 
DRAFT AMENDMENT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-24-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000646 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN SUBMITTAL FOR TIME 
EXTENSION FOR RI/FS ACTIVITIES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-24-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000650 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROPOSED ECONOMY ACT ORDER TO EPA FOR 
REMOVAL ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-25-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000932

"INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM AT MCLB, 
BARSTOW REVIEWED"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

07-26-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001852 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

ENGINEERING SERVICES REQUEST EVALUATION 
SURVEY

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-29-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000934
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PROPOSED RESCISSION OF WASTE DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANT AND YERMO ANNEX, INDUSTRIAL 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-30-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_000218

LATEST VERSION OF EXECUTIVE SUMMARY YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-30-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001650

TREATED GROUNDWATER FOR THE CALGON CARBON 
MODEL 10, WELLS 3 AND 5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION08-01-1991
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000379 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT PRELIMINARY 
REVIEW/VISUAL SITE INSPECTION (VOLUMES I - III OF III 
(VOLUME I INCLUDES PARTS 1 AND 2)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-02-1991
REPORT
1453

AR_M62204_001535 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1
OU 0000007

INDUSTRIAL WATER QUALITY MONITORING RESULTS YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-09-1991
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_000374 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PLANNING 
DOCUMENT (INCLUDES SUMMARY OF 9 AND 29 JULY 
1991 CONFERENCE CALLS)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000667 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY AMENDMENTS TO 
WORK PLAN FOR SOIL INVESTIGATION

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000974 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY AMENDMENTS TO 
WORK PLAN FOR SOIL INVESTIGATION

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000975 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FIELD SAMPLING 
PLAN AMENDMENTS; WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN, RISK 
ASSESSMENT ON LINE AND SCHEDULED TELE-
CONFERENCE CALLS OF JULY 9 AND 29, 1991

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
38

AR_M62204_000981 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REVIEW OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT SCHEDULE FOR 
THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001009 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT OUTLINE FOR THE 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001010 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DATA MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001011 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001012 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE FIELD SAMPLING PLAN FOR THE 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001013 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RI/FS PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS, DATED 15 JUNE 1991 (W/ATTACHMENTS)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
72

AR_M62204_001212 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS, DATED 15 JUNE 1991

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001225 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS DATED 15 JUNE 1991 WITH 
ATTACHMENTS OF INTERIM FIELD SAMPLING PLAN, 
WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN, DATA MANAGEMENT 
PLAN, RISK ASSESSMENT OUTLINE, AND RISK 
ASSESSMENT SCHEDULE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
29

AR_M62204_001228 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TRANSMITTAL OF MONTHLY FLOW REPORT, COLIFORM 
BACTERIA RESULTS, ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING 
LABORATORY RESULTS, AND MONTHLY LABORATORY 
MONITORING REPORTS (W/ENCLOSURES)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
23

AR_M62204_002060 BLDG 0000325
BLDG 0000326
BLDG 0000610
BLDG 0000611

INFORMATION PACKAGE FOR US FISH & WILDLIFE 
SERVICE MEETING OF 22 AUGUST 1991

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-09-1991
REPORT
12

AR_M62204_002061 BLDG 0000197
CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN 
(SEE RECORD #2056 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-13-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002055
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QUALITY ASSURANCE SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN 
AMENDMENT TO EVALUATE REMOVAL ACTION FOR 
SLUDGE IN 22 SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS IN YERMO 
ANNEX (SEE RECORD # 109 - QUALITY ASSURANCE 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN)

YESECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC.

08-14-1991
REPORT
3

AR_M62204_000110 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSIONS FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS 5 AND 6

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-14-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000645 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

MEMORANDUM OF SITE VISIT TO NEBO AND YERMO 
ANNEX TO DISCUSS INSTALLATION RESTORATION 
PROGRAM ISSUES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002054 BLDG 0000003
BLDG 0000007
BLDG 0000008
BLDG 0000402
BLDG 0000403
SITE 00033

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN 
(SEE RECORD #2055 - COMMENTS)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002056

REVIEW OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SUBMITTAL TO 
REGULATORY AGENCIES; ENCLOSURES 1 AND 2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-19-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000976 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE EXTENSION REQUEST FOR 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-22-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000643 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TIME EXTENSION FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY, SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN AMENDMENT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-22-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000663 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NOTES FROM THE MEETING AT CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME OFFICE REGARDING 
ENDANGERED SPECIES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-23-1991
MINUTES
2

AR_M62204_000829
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NOTES FROM 21 AUGUST 1991 MEETING HELD AT THE 
REGIONAL WATER BOARD OFFICE RE: DRAFT WASTE 
DISPOSAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-23-1991
MINUTES
4

AR_M62204_000830

RESPONSE TO AGENCIES COMMENTS ON RI/FS PLAN 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-23-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001369 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTLA OF THE DRAFT DETAILED PROJECT 
SCHEDULE FOR OUS 1-7 (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-27-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_000831 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION FOR 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-29-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000637 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

APPROVAL OF EXTENSION OF SUBMITTAL DATE FOR 
AMENDMENT TO SAMPLING/ANALYSIS PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-29-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000661 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS (VOLUME I) ON 
THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-30-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
89

AR_M62204_000470 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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INTERIM ACTION - RECORD OF DECISION (ROD), OLD 
ZERO-FIELD SITE, ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, 
MARYLAND

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-01-1991
REPORT
147

AR_M62204_000453

REPORT FOR AUGUST 1991, CALGON CARBON MODEL 
10, WELLS NOS. 3 AND 5

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION09-04-1991
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000383 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF NAVY'S AGREEMENT #RW17955090-
01-0 FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE ACTION 
REIMBURSEMENT TO EPA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-06-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001792

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE "BASE TRACKING DOWN 
POLLUTION"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

09-06-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001834

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) OPERATIONAL & EQUIPMENT 
PROBLEMS AND REPAIRS, 2) MONTHLY FLOW REPORT, 
3) COLIFORM BACTERIA RESULTS, 4) ENVIRONMENTAL 
ENGINEERING LABORATORY RESULTS, AND 5) 
MONTHLY LABORATORY MONITORING REPORT 
(W/ENCLOSURES)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-06-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_002692 BLDG 0000325
BLDG 0000610

AGENDA AND NOTES FROM PROJECT MANAGERS 
MEETING HELD ON 10 SEPTEMBER 1991

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-07-1991
MINUTES
19

AR_M62204_000808

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM FRACTURE TRACE 
ANALYSIS TM-001

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-10-1991
REPORT
29

AR_M62204_000659 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING REGIONAL GROUNDWATER 
INVESTIGATION AND PRIVATE WELL SAMPLING 
PROGRAM (DOCUMENT ALSO CONTAINS STREET-
LEVEL MAP OF MILITARY INSTALLATION OR FEDERAL 
BUILDINGS)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-11-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000660 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

MITIGATION MEASURES FOR DESERT TORTOISE 
DURING INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-11-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001717
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THANK-YOU LETTER FOR EXTENSION OF SUBMITTALS 
OF OPERABLE UNITS 5 AND 6 REPORTS FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY ACTIVITIES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-13-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000627 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

ADOPTED RECISION OF WASTE DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR MCLB NEBO ANNEX AND YERMO 
ANNEX, INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
PLANTS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-19-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000163

ANALYTICAL DATA FOR OFFSITE WELLS, DATED 25 
OCTOBER 1990 FOR OFF-BASE PRIVATE RESIDENT 
(ALSO INCLUDES SENSITIVE PRIVATE PROPERTY WELL 
DATA)

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
WATER RESOURCES DIVISION - 
REDLANDS, CA

09-23-1991
ANALYTICAL DATA
19

AR_M62204_000233 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM  - 
FRACTURE TRACE ANALYSIS (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD 
# 659)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-23-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000789

LETTER ENCLOSING 3 SIGNED COPIES OF 
INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT #RW17855090-01-0

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-24-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_001791

DAGGETT COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT TO 
CONTACT THE AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHER WHO TOOK 
PHOTOS OF DAGGETT/YERMO AREA WITH MARINE 
CORPS GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION

YESDAGGETT COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT - DAGGETT, CA

09-25-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001926

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED SEPTEMBER 1991, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION09-27-1991
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000252 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROPOSAL FOR SCHEDULE EXTENSIONS FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS 1, 2, 3, AND 4

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-30-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000653 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE PRELIMINARY REVIEW/VISUAL SITE 
INSPECTION REPORT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-30-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001030 OU 0000007
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AGENDA FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY 
STUDY PROGRAM AND WORKSHOP ON 3 OCTOBER 
1991

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-01-1991
MINUTES
4

AR_M62204_000654 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW ON THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FIELD SAMPLING 
PLAN AMENDMENTS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000977 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FIELD SAMPLING 
PLAN AMENDMENTS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000984 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE RFA PRELIMINARY REVIEW/VISUAL 
SITE INSPECTION

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-02-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000989 OU 0000007

REQUEST FOR 30 DAY EXTENSION FOR THE REVIEW 
OF THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY 
ACT (RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT PRELIMINARY 
REVIEW/VISUAL SITE INSPECTION REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-07-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000203

OFF-BASE WELL SAMPLING PROGRAM, LIST OF WELL 
OWNERS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001816

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) OPERATIONAL & EQUIPMENT 
PROBLEMS AND REPAIRS, 2) MONTHLY FLOW REPORT, 
3) COLIFORM BACTERIA RESULTS, 4) ENVIRONMENTAL 
ENGINEERING LABORATORY RESULTS, AND 5) 
MONTHLY LABORATORY

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_002698 BLDG 0000325
BLDG 0000610

VISUAL SITE INSPECTION, RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-14-1991
REPORT
1

AR_M62204_001681
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CONCERNS WITH REGARD TO CTO-177 AND CTO-0100 
FIELD WORK AND COMMUNICATION ISSUES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000929

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
FINAL RI/FS PLANNING DOCUMENTS, VOLUME II

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
84

AR_M62204_001373

LETTER REGARDING THE SAMPLING OF THE 
OXIDATION POND NO. 2 AND SLUDGE LAGOON NO. 1 
FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT - A PUMP 
FAILURE PREVENTED SAMPLING OF THE SLUDGE 
LAGOON NO. 1

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL10-15-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002057 CAOC 00003
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001029 OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001031 OU 0000007

SUGGESTED VISUAL SITE INSPECTION SITES YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-16-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002058

NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO EXTEND TIME FOR 
RESPONDING TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE 
SAMPLING & ANALYSIS PLAN FOR THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-17-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000651 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT TO INSURE ALL 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE RELEASES ARE 
INVESTIGATED AND REMEDIATED CONSISTENT WITH 
CERCLA AND THE NCP

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-25-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000875

FOREECAT OF FIELD VISITS/ACTIVITIES YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-25-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001682
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED 
OCTOBER 1991, WELL NOS. 3 AND 5 (LETTER RECEIVED 
IN RESTORATION RECORD FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION10-29-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000250 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED OCTOBER 1991, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION10-29-1991
REPORT
12

AR_M62204_000251 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

GUIDE TO MANAGEMENT OF INVESTIGATION DERIVED 
WASTES FOR CERCLA SITES

YESU.S. EPA - WASHINGTON, DC11-01-1991
GUIDANCE
8

AR_M62204_000432 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBLITY STUDY WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-01-1991
REPORT
145

AR_M62204_000562 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF REMOVAL ACTION FOR QUALITY 
ASSURANCE SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN 
AMENDMENT

YESMARTIN MARIETTA ENERGY 
SYSTEMS

11-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001328

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001370

WEEKLY FORECAST OF FIELD VISITS/ACTIVITIES YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001683

MEMORANDUM REGARDING PRELIMINARY SITE 
RECONNAISSANCE OF THE WEST RIFLE RANGE

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-01-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001684
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FIXED TREATMENT UNIT UPDATE YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-04-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
23

AR_M62204_000931

GOVERNMENT COMMENTS AND REVIEW FOR PR/VSI 
REPORT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-05-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001327

TRANSMITTAL OF 1) OPERATIONAL AND EQUIPMENT 
PROBLEMS, 2) NONCOMPLIANCE BOARD ORDERS, 3) 
MONTHLY FLOW REPORTS, 4) COLIFORM BACTERIAL 
RESULTS, 5) ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING LAB 
RESULTS & 6) MONTHLY LAB MONITORING REPORT 
(W/ENCLOSURES)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-07-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
18

AR_M62204_000190

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN (SAP) AMENDMENT (ENCLOSURE 
IS RECORD # 490)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-07-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000524 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY, 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) AND UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 
ACTIVITIES FINAL DATA MANAGEMENT PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-08-1991
REPORT
57

AR_M62204_000561 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE RCRA FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN AND RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
PRELIMINARY REVIEW/VISUAL SITE INSPECTION 
(PR/VSI)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-08-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
33

AR_M62204_000983 OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FIELD SURVEY  -  EXTRACTS 
FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 
ASSESSMENT SLUDGE LAGOON # 1 AND NEBO 
OXIDATION POND #2 NEBO DOMESTIC WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANT (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-14-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000134 CAOC 00003
OU 0000002

FINAL ADDENDUM SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (SEE 
RECORD # 467 - DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PLANNING 
DOCUMENTS, RECORDS # 490 THROUGH # 495 - 
AMENDMENT TO DRAFT FINAL SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN, VOLUMES I THROUGH VI OF VI)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-15-1991
REPORT
92

AR_M62204_000488 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING NOTES 
REGARDING: THERMAL INFRARED PHOTOGRAPHIC 
SURVEY, FRACTURE TRACE ANALYSIS, 
GROUNDWATER & COMMUNITY RELATIONS EFFORTS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-21-1991
MINUTES
7

AR_M62204_001821 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED NOVEMBER 1991, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION11-22-1991
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000249 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

21 NOVEMBER 1991 TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
(TRC) MEETING MINUTES

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-22-1991
MINUTES
5

AR_M62204_000793

NOTES FROM TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
MEETING HELD ON 21 NOVEMBER 1991

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-22-1991
MINUTES
7

AR_M62204_000840

"SLUDGE SAMPLING, TESTING BEGINS AT YERMO 
ANNEX, MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

11-27-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001849 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

"SLUDGE TESTED AT MCLB DOMESTIC AND 
INDUSTRIAL PONDS-YERMO, MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

12-03-1991
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001848 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

COMMENTS ON THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001003 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

RESPONSE TO NAVY COMMENTS ON THE EPA 
TECHNICAL REVIEW OF THE SAMPLING VISIT 
WORKPLAN FOR THE BARSTOW MARINE CORPS 
LOGISTICS BASE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-09-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001229
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REQUEST FOR SCHEDULE EXTENSIONS FOR FEDERAL 
FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA) DELIVERABLES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-10-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000790 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA12-10-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001002 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROPOSED REVISION FOR SAMPLING STRATEGY FOR 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY 
ACTIVITIES

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-12-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000674 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF AMENDMENT TO DRAFT FINAL SAMPLING & 
ANALYSIS PLAN FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-12-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001023 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF THE FINAL ADDENDUM TO THE SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-13-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
53

AR_M62204_001000 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST FOR 
FEDERAL FACILITIES ASSESSMENT DELIVERABLES

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-17-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001728

SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST FOR THE DRAFT 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT (RFA) REPORT AND 
THE SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-17-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001785 OU 0000007
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DATABASE OF USGS WELLS IN BARSTOW VICINITY 
AND DATABASE FOR UNIVERSE OF CHEMICALS OF 
CONCERN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

12-20-1991
REPORT
87

AR_M62204_000118 OU 0000001

REQUESTED COPIES OF INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT 
SIGNED AND WITH ENCLOSURES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-27-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001799

REVIEW OF ADDENDUM SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
PLAN, AND FINAL DATA MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-31-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001024 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-31-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001032 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE EXECUTED COPY OF THE 
INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT (IAG) BETWEEN THE U.S. 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND THE U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY FOR THE EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE ACTION (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-31-1991
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001800

NOTIFICATION OF INTEREST IN PARTICIPATING IN THE 
REGIONAL AQUIFER'S SYSTEM ANALYSIS PROGRAM

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-01-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000827

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED DECEMBER 1991, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION01-06-1992
REPORT
14

AR_M62204_000248 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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APPENDIX A - QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN 
FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
(QUALITY AND ANALYSIS PLAN IS APPENDIX A TO THE 
AMENDMENT TO DRAFT FINAL SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN) [SEE RECORD # 496 - AMENDMENT TO 
DRAFT FINAL SAP]

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

01-06-1992
REPORT
199

AR_M62204_000550 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROPOSED REVISION FOR SAMPLING STRATEGY FOR 
RI/FS ACTIVITIES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-06-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000658 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE FINAL ADDENDUM, SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN, AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN, FOR 
THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-06-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001017 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE FINAL AMMENDMENT TO THE 
SAMPLING & ANALYSIS PLAN FOR OUs 1 AND 2

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-06-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001021 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 
"SLUDGE REMOVAL FACT SHEET"

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-07-1992
FACT SHEET
2

AR_M62204_001870 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

PROJECT MANAGERS TELE-CONFERENCE CALL 
MINUTES REGARDING OUS 1 AND 2 STAGE A, OU 4 
SAMPLING PLAN, REDUCED SAMPLING REQUIREMENTS 
& FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT SCHEDULE

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-13-1992
MINUTES
3

AR_M62204_000648 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR SCHEDULE EXTENSION TO FEDERAL 
FACILTIES ASSESSMENT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-13-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001726
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RESPONSE TO LETTER REGARDING THE PROPOSED 
CHANGES TO THE AMENDMENTS TO THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN, AND TRANSMITTAL OF THE 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT NAVY PROPOSAL FOR MODEL 
FOR MINIMUM SAMPLING (SEE ***COMMENTS)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-15-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001725 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000004

WELL LOGS OF A WELL IN NEBO AREA DRILLED 26 MAY 
1966 THRU 7 JUNE 1966

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
GEOGICAL SURVEY - MENLO 
PARK, CA

01-17-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000644 OU 0000002

SEISMIC REFLECTION/REFRACTION SURVEY DURING 
JULY 1991, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM TM-0002

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

01-17-1992
REPORT
171

AR_M62204_000669 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY 
STUDY, RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY 
ACT (RCRA) AND UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 
ACTIVITIES FINAL DATA MANAGEMENT PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-17-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001019 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

CORRECTED NOTES FROM PROJECT MANAGERS' 
CONFERENCE CALL OF 13 JANUARY 1992

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-18-1992
MINUTES
3

AR_M62204_000806

REVIEW OF AMENDMENT TO DRAFT FINAL SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-24-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001022 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

EXTENSION REQUEST TO FEDERAL FACILITY 
AGREEMENT MILESTONES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-31-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_000805

MASTER HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-03-1992
REPORT
258

AR_M62204_000570 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST FOR FEDERAL 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / 
FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-07-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001722

LETTER REGARDING SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST 
TO FEDERAL FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-07-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001723

REGARDING SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST FOR 
FEDERAL FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-07-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001724

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED JANUARY 1992, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION02-10-1992
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000247 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO USE 30-DAY EXTENSION 
FOR DRAFT FINAL AMENDMENT TO REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-11-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000804

CONDITIONAL APPROVAL AND REVIEW OF REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY DRAFT FINAL 
SAMPLING & ANALYSIS PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-11-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001004 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO REGULATORY AGENCIES COMMENTS 
ON THE FINAL RI/FS PLANNING DOCUMENTS, VOLUME 
III

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-12-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
113

AR_M62204_001377

SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST PURSUANT TO 
FEDERAL FACILITIES ASSESSMENT FOR RI/FS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-14-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001721

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS DATA SUMMARY REPORT 
FOR YERMO INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
PLANT

YESECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC.

02-17-1992
REPORT
18

AR_M62204_001541 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005
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REVIEW OF THE QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN 
FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-18-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001025 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

DISPUTE CONCERNING SCHEDULE EXTENSION 
REQUEST TO FEDERAL FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-21-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001715 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

FINAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY 
ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT 
WORK PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-24-1992
REPORT
171

AR_M62204_000585 OU 0000007

SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-26-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001719

"TEST WELL DRILLED AT MARINE BASE TO MONITOR 
GROUNDWATER QUALITY"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

03-02-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001847 OU 0000001

"INSTALLATION OF GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
WELLS AS PHASE 1 OF GROUNDWATER 
INVESTIGATION FOR MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

03-05-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001845 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING COLLECTED DATA REGARDING 
CONCERNS SUPPORTING THE POSITION THAT 
SHIPMENT AND SHELF-LIFE DO NOT AFFECT THE 
SAMPLE INTEGRITY

YESTARGET ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES

03-09-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000843
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ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED FEBRUARY 1992, WELL 
NOS. 3 AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION03-11-1992
REPORT
18

AR_M62204_000246 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS DRAFT FINAL RI/FS 
PLANNING DOCUMENT, VOLUME IV

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-11-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
45

AR_M62204_001371

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE FINAL 
RI/FS PLANNING DOCUMENTS, VOLUME V

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-11-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
275

AR_M62204_001374 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

DATA VALIDATION FOR COOLING TOWER AND 
DYNAMOMETER SITE BUILDING 573, SDG NO, JAC03 
(MOD 6, SITE 1)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

03-11-1992
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_001484 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

EFFECT OF AIR SHIPMENT ON SOIL GAS SAMPLE 
INTEGRITY

YESTARGET ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES

03-11-1992
REPORT
3

AR_M62204_001485

REMOVAL OF UNAUTHORIZED HAZARDOUS WASTE 
(SANDBLAST WASTE) FROM BARSTOW CLASS III 
LANDFILL AND RECISSION OF CLEAN UP AND 
ABATEMENT ORDER NO. 6-88-209

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-11-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001986 OU 0000005

COMMENCEMENT OF FORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
UNDER FEDERAL FACILITIES ASSESSMENT FOR MCAS, 
EL TORO AND MCLB, BARSTOW

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-12-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001727

TECHNICAL REVIEW OF NEESA REQUIREMENTS FOR 
ANALYTICAL DATA AND VALIDATION

YESSCIENCE APPLICATIONS 
INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

03-13-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
19

AR_M62204_000803
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REVIEW OF THE REVISED QUALITY ASSURANCE 
PROJECT PLAN FOR RI/FS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-13-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_001016 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

SAMPLING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SUPPLY WATER 
WELLS, YERMO AND DAGGETT AREAS, VOLUME 1 OF 2 
(SEE RECORD # 500 - VOLUME 2)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-16-1992
REPORT
78

AR_M62204_000499 CAOC 00037
OU 0000001

WORK PLAN FOR SAMPLING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
SUPPLY WATER WELLS YERMO AND DAGGETT AREA, 
VOLUME II OF II

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-16-1992
REPORT
516

AR_M62204_000500 CAOC 00037
OU 0000001

NOTICE OF VIOLATION-BOARD ORDER NO. 6-87-37; 
YERMO ANNEX DOMESTIC WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
PLANT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-19-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000219

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO INSTALL MONITORING 
WELLS IN FLOOD CONTROL AREA

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

03-19-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_000220

TRANSMITTAL OF THE COVER LETTER: WRITTEN 
STATEMENTS OF DISPUTE FOR MARINE CORPS AIR 
STATION, EL TORO AND MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS 
BASE BARSTOW (DOCUMENT RECEIVED IN 
RESTORATION RECORDS FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-23-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000802

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE FINAL 
RI/FS PLANNING DOCUMENTS, VOLUME VI

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-24-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
110

AR_M62204_001372

RESPONSE TO U.S. NAVY COMMENTS VOLUME II 
DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY 
STUDY PLANNING DOCUMENTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-25-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
25

AR_M62204_001451 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE MEETING NOTIFICATION AND 
OVERVIEW OF PROJECT COSTS FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-26-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000668 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

ORGANIC CHEMICAL ANALYSES FROM FINAL 
EFFLUENT AND EFFLUENT LEAD BED

YESTRUESDAIL LABORATORY, INC.03-26-1992
ANALYTICAL DATA
6

AR_M62204_001508 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

ORGANIC CHEMICAL ANALYSES REPORT ON SAMPLES 
DATED 3/13/92

YESTRUESDAIL LABORATORY, INC.03-26-1992
ANALYTICAL DATA
3

AR_M62204_001509 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"PIPING FAILURE CAUSES SOLVENT SPILLS AT DMA 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY, MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

03-26-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001840

"CONTAINMENT AND TREATMENT OF SOLVENT SPILL 
ON MARCH 18, 1992, AT YERMO"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

03-26-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001843 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"TOXIC DEGREASING SOLVENT (PCE) SPILL AT YERMO 
DEPOT MARCH 18, 1992"

YESSUN - SAN BERNARDINO, CA03-26-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001844 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

INVESTIGATION AT PROPOSED DYNAMOMETER AND 
COOLING TOWER CONTRUCTION SITES, VOL II OF II 
(SEE RECORD # 1543 - VOLUME I OF II)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-27-1992
REPORT
597

AR_M62204_001544 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00016
OU 0000005

FOLLOW UP ON PROPOSALS FROM 23 MARCH 1992 
MEETING REGARDING DISPUTE RESOLUTION FOR 
MCAS EL TORO AND MCLB BARSTOW

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-30-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
14

AR_M62204_000135 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
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HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOS EVALUATION YESCONTINENTAL AERIAL PHOTO, INC04-01-1992
REPORT
45

AR_M62204_001540

"REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK 
AT MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-01-1992
FACT SHEET
6

AR_M62204_001835

ANALYTICAL REPORT DATED MARCH 1992, WELL NOS. 
3 AND 5 (W/ENCL)

YESCALGON CARBON CORPORATION04-02-1992
REPORT
6

AR_M62204_000245 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF NEESA REQUIREMENTS FOR ANALYTICAL 
DATA AND DATA VALIDATION

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-06-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
23

AR_M62204_000985 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE FINAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLE VISIT WORK PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-06-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000992 OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE SEISMIC REFLECTION/REFRACTION 
SURVEY TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM TM-0002

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-06-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001036

REVIEW OF TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM TM-0002 AND 
TM-0003, RI/FS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-08-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001015 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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REVIEW OF TECHNICAL MEMORANDA TM-0002 AND TM-
0003

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-08-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001035 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

DRILLING PERMITS FROM COUNTY OF SAN 
BERNARDINO, DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
SERVICES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-08-1992
OTHER
40

AR_M62204_001467 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-08-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001515 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

PROJECT MANAGERS MEETING NOTES REGARDING 
GEOPHYSICAL & SOIL GAS SURVEYS, FIELD AUDITS, 
DATA & WASTE MANAGEMENT, OUS 1 AND 2 
GROUNDWATER STAGE A&B, USGS STATUS, DESERT 
MIX & DATA QUALITY OBJECTIVES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-09-1992
MINUTES
17

AR_M62204_000638 CAOC 00005
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT AERIAL INFRARED 
THERMOGRAPHIC SURVEY DURING AUGUST 1991, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 3, DATED 24 DECEMBER 
1991

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-09-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001005 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF THE RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS FOR 
FIELD SAMPLING PLAN FOR OUs 5 AND 6

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-09-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
19

AR_M62204_001006 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

FINAL TECHNICAL REVIEW OF THE RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS FOR DRAFT FIELD SAMPLING PLAN, DATED 
MARCH 11, 1992

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-09-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_001223 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

DRILLING PERMITS FROM THE COUNTY OF SAN 
BERNARDINO DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
SERVICES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

04-13-1992
OTHER
139

AR_M62204_001470 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

APPROVAL OF TREATMENT OF THE DOMESTIC 
WASTEWATER TO REMOVE PCE PRIOR TO DISCHARGE 
OF THE TREATED WATER TO THE PERCOLATION 
PONDS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-17-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000948

SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST FOR THE RI/FS 
ACTIVITIES

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-17-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001729

REMOVAL OPTIONS SUMMARY FINAL REPORT FOR 
REMOVAL OF SLUDGE

YESECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC.

04-22-1992
REPORT
9

AR_M62204_001542 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

UPDATED LIST OF PROPOSED STATE APPLICABLE OR 
RELEVANT & APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY AND 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION & RECOVERY ACT, 
FACILITY ASSESSMENT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-23-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001514

REVIEW OF THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-24-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001007 OU 0000007
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS OF DRAFT FACT SHEET 
NUMBER 1

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-29-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001917 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

"SOLVENT (PCE) SPILL CLEAN UP AT DOMESTIC 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT AT YERMO"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

04-30-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001842

"SOLVENT SPILL CLEAN UP AT YERMO ANNEX 
DOMESTIC TREATMENT PLANT SHOWING PROGRESS"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

04-30-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001871 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL FACT SHEET NUMBER 1 - INCLUDES OVERVIEW 
OF ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP; 
SITE INVESTIGATION PROCESS, POTENTIAL SOURCES 
OF CONTAMINATION, CURRENT FIELD INVESTIGATION 
ACTIVITIES; HOW THE PROGRAM WORKS AND HOW TO 
OBTAIN MORE INFORMATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-01-1992
FACT SHEET
6

AR_M62204_001901

FACT SHEET NO. 1 TO PROVIDE INFORMATION 
CONCERNING ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATION AND 
CLEANUP ACTIVITIES

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-01-1992
FACT SHEET
7

AR_M62204_002144 SITE 00037
SITE 00038

PROJECT NOTE 142 - TELE-CONFERENCE ON 
"CHEMICALS OF CONCERN" FOR OPERABLE UNITS 5/6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-05-1992
MINUTES
3

AR_M62204_000702 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 124 - PHONE CONVERSATION ON 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL INSTALLATIONS 
REGARDING PHASE 1 STAGE B FIRST 40 MONITORING 
WELL LOCATIONS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-06-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000703 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 8 - RESPONSE TO EPA TECHNICAL 
REVIEW COMMENT ON THE DRAFT RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-07-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001375 OU 0000007
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"MCLB SCHEDULES INSTALLATION RESTORATION 
PROGRAM PRESENTATION ON ITS CURRENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATION"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

05-07-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001841

REVIEW OF THE WORK PLAN FOR SAMPLING PUBLIC 
AND PRIVATE SUPPLY WATER WELLS YERMO AND 
DAGGETT AREA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-08-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001028 OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 133 - INVESTIGATION-DERIVED 
WASTEWATER & DISPOSAL OPTION TELECONFERENCE 
BETWEEN JEG & RWQCB HELD ON 5/11/92, RE: 
TREATED IDW WATER DISPOSAL OPTIONS & ANALYSIS 
REQUIREMENTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-11-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000565 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE WORK PLAN FOR SAMPLING PUBLIC 
AND PRIVATE WATER SUPPLY WELLS, YERMO AND 
DAGGETT AREA

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-13-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001027 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"MARINE BASE BARSTOW OUTLINE TOXIC CLEAN UP 
PLAN"

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

05-15-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001846

PROJECT NOTE 136 - UPDATED MAILING LIST FOR 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY ACTIVITIES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-18-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
14

AR_M62204_001812 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 120 - RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS 
ON SAP FOR OUs 5 AND 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-19-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001376 OU 0000007
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"INSTALLATION, RESTORATION AND PRESENTATION TO 
THE PUBLIC ABOUT CURRENT ENVIRONMENTAL 
INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIES AT MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

05-21-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001837

CONFIRMATION THAT THE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
COMMITTEE MEETING ON THE SCHEDULE EXTENSION 
REQUEST WILL BE HELD ON MONDAY JUNE 1, 1992

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-26-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000941

REVIEW OF THE WORK PLAN FOR SAMPLING PUBLIC 
AND PRIVATE SUPPLY WATER WELLS, YERMO AND 
DAGGETT AREAS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA05-26-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001026 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMPLIMENTS ON THE OPEN HOUSE/COMMUNITY 
WORKSHOP HELD ON 12 MAY 1992 FOR THE IRP AND 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR COMMENTS AND 
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE COMMUNITY MEETINGS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA05-29-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001919 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 145 - DRILLING AND GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION PERMIT ON SAN 
BERNARDINO COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 
PROPERTY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

06-03-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
32

AR_M62204_001468 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK REMOVAL, 
ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN UP PROGRAM AT MCLB, 
BARSTOW"

YESSUN - SUN BERNARDINO, CA06-06-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001838

FEDERAL FACILITIES COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT 
RESOLUTION OF THE DISPUTE FOR BARSTOW MARINE 
CORPS LOGISTICS BASE AND EL TORO MARINE CORPS 
AIR STATION

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-09-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001794
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ATTORNEY'S LETTER EXPRESSING CONCERN 
REGARDING CIRCULATION OF REVIEWS OF SEISMIC 
REPORT (BISON INSTRUMENTS LETTER ATTACHED)

YESRUTTER AND WILBANKS 
CORPORATION

06-10-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000865 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

"UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK REMOVAL AS PART 
OF TANK REMOVAL PROGRAM AND REMEDIATION 
ACTIVITIES AT MCLB, BARSTOW"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

06-11-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001839

"MARINES CLEAN UP STORAGE" YESSUN - SAN BERNARDINO, CA06-19-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001872

PROJECT NOTE 133 - INVESTIGATION DERIVED WASTE 
SOILS MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OPTION, TELE-
CONFERENCE CALL WITH JEG, EPA & RWQCB

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-22-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
56

AR_M62204_000677 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTICE OF CHANGE OF DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC 
SUBSTANCES CONTROL PROJECT MANAGER FOR 
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-03-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001733

PROJECT NOTE 157 - FIRST QUARTERLY 
GROUNDWATER MEASUREMENTS & CONFIRMATION OF 
BASELINE GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

07-10-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001550 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 153 - SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS OF 
GROUNDWATER FOR TOTAL METALS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-16-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000509 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00039
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 166 - DRILLING PERMIT APPLICATION, 
BACKGROUND FOR THE SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 
FOR STAGE B GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS 
LOCATED WITHIN BASE BOUNDARIES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

07-16-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001471 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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LETTER OF NOTIFICATION OF THE INTENT TO 
TERMINATE THE EMERGENCY RESPONSE ACTION 
TAKEN FOR THE TETRACHLOROETHYLENE (PCE) SPILL 
ON 18 MARCH 1992

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-16-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002647 BLDG 0000573
SITE 00016
SITE 00022

PROJECT NOTE 162 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 
THE WORK PLAN FOR SAMPLING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
SUPPLY WATER WELLS (INCLUDES AMENDMENTS TO 
THE WORK PLAN)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-31-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
55

AR_M62204_001378 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

WATER CHEMISTRY FROM USGS DATABASE - 
MULTIPLE STATION ANALYSES

YESU.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY08-10-1992
REPORT
403

AR_M62204_000119 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 183 - INVESTIGATION DERIVED WASTE 
FIELD MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE FOR STAGE B

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-17-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000563 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

1-YEAR EXTENSION REQUEST FOR YERMO ANNEX 
SLUDGE REMOVAL ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-21-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000828

PROJECT NOTE 203 - TELE-CON RE: COORDINATION 
AND ANALYSES FOR JOINT SAMPLING OF THE US 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY PIEZOMETER CLUSTERS NEAR 
THE NEBO ANNEX, ESPECIALLY STAGE A

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-27-1992
MINUTES
2

AR_M62204_000681 OU 0000002

FINAL REPORT SOIL GAS SURVEY FOR OU 6 (VOL 1 OF 
2)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-01-1992
REPORT
132

AR_M62204_001575 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
OU 0000006

FINAL REPORT SOIL GAS SURVEY FOR OU 6 (VOL 2 OF 
2)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-01-1992
REPORT
82

AR_M62204_001576 CAOC 00008
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00033
OU 0000006
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FINAL REPORT SOIL GAS SURVEY, VOL 1 OF 2 [SEE 
RECORD # 1578 - VOLUME 2 OF 2]

YESTARGET ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES 

09-01-1992
REPORT
12846

AR_M62204_001577 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
OU 0000005

FINAL REPORT SOIL GAS SURVEY, VOL 2 OF 2 (SEE 
RECORD # 1577 - VOLUME 1 OF 2)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-01-1992
REPORT
178

AR_M62204_001578 CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
OU 0000005

CONTRACTOR PUBLISHED NEWSLETTER - "CLEAN 
REPORTER" - NUMBER 1 - BARSTOW PCE SPILL 
PROBLEM SOLVED BY QUICK CLEAN ACTION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-01-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
6

AR_M62204_001905

PROJECT NOTE 204 - SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS OF 
GROUNDWATER FOR PHASE I, STAGE B WELLS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-02-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000508 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 189 - WASTE MANAGEMENT, 
INVESTIGATION DERIVED WASTE EFFLUENT 
WASTEWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM STAGE A 
DRILLING ACTIVITY FOR OUs 1 & 2, RESULTS INDICATE 
THAT THE "TREATED" WATER MEETS CALIF & FEDERAL 
DRINKING WATER STANDARDS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

09-03-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
39

AR_M62204_001583 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 213 - TELE-CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 
ON INVESTIGATION-DERIVED WASTEWATER DISPOSAL

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

09-15-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001795 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TRANSMITTAL OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF THE 
WATER SAMPLES TAKEN FROM PRIVATE PROPERTY 
WELL, AND REQUEST TO RE-SAMPLE (W/ENCLOSURE)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-16-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002654

TRANSMITTAL OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF THE 
WATER SAMPLES TAKEN FROM PRIVATE PROPERTY 
WELL (W/ENCLOSURE)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-16-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002655

TRANSMITTAL OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF THE 
WATER SAMPLES TAKEN FROM PRIVATE PROPERTY 
WELL (W/ENCLOSURE)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-16-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002656

TRANSMITTAL OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF THE 
WATER SAMPLES TAKEN FROM PRIVATE PROPERTY 
WELL (W/ENCLOSURE)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-16-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002657

REVISIONS TO SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
(SECTIONS 11.0 AND 12.0) [SEE RECORD # 496 - 
AMENDMENT TO DRAFT FINAL SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN]

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-21-1992
REPORT
80

AR_M62204_000503 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 202 - REVISIONS TO THE APPROVED 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN, SECTIONS 4.0 
AND 5.0, DATED SEPTEMBER 1992

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-21-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
23

AR_M62204_000551 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 223 - WELL INSPECTION BY SAN 
BERNARDINO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-23-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000684 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING ASSISTANCE WITH THE 
INSPECTION OF MONITORING WELLS

YESCOUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
GROUP

10-26-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001040
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PROJECT NOTE 209 - SUMMARY OF WATER QUALITY 
ANALYSIS FOR GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION WELLS 
FOR CITY OF YERMO AND DAGGETT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

10-27-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001570

PROJECT NOTE 225 - INVESTIGATION-DERIVED WASTE 
SOILS LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM 56 
STAGE A WELLS AND PIEZOMETERS, APPENDIX D 
(VOLUME 2 OF 2) [SEE RECORD # 1555 - VOLUME 1 OF 2]

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

11-05-1992
REPORT
313

AR_M62204_001554 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 225 - INVESTIGATION DERIVED WASTE 
SOILS LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM 56 
STAGE A WELLS AND PEIZOMETERS, APPENDICES A - 
C (VOLUME 1 OF 2) {SEE RECORD #1554 - VOLUME 2}

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

11-05-1992
REPORT
103

AR_M62204_001555 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN, APPENDIX 
A FOR SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN IS APPENDIX A OF THE 
DRAFT FINAL SAP) [SEE RECORD # 489 - DRAFT FINAL 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN]

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-12-1992
REPORT
190

AR_M62204_000552 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SUBMITTAL OF RESULTS FROM 56 STAGE A WELLS, 
VOL. I AND II, DATED 5 NOVEMBER 1992

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-16-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000687 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

WELL DESTRUCTION, COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS YESENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
SERVICES - SAN BERNARDINO, CA

11-20-1992
GUIDANCE
1

AR_M62204_000445 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

APPROVED RIGHT-OF-WAY RESERVATION TO THE 
NAVY FOR THREE GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
WELLS AT Y9-1, Y10-1 & Y11-1

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - 
BARSTOW, CA

11-23-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001730

PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR THE BARSTOW SLUDGE 
POND REMOVAL ACTION

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-24-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000315 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005
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PROJECT NOTE 236 - PROJECT MANAGER 
CONFERENCE CALL, RE: EE/CA FOR YERMO SLUDGE 
REMOVAL, RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA), PCE SPILL, CAOC 16 
BOUNDARIES, SCHEDULE OF DATA, SPILL REPORTS, 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE WELLS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-25-1992
MINUTES
6

AR_M62204_000688 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

RESULTS OF WELL TESTING ON PRIVATE PROPERTY 
AND THE INTERIM ACTION TO SUPPLY BOTTLED 
WATER TO OFF-BASE RESIDENTS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA12-01-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000689 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"CONTAMINATED WELL DISCOVERED" - RELEASE 
COVERING THE HISTORY OF THE WELL 
CONTAMINATION AND MCLB'S RESPONSE

YESMCLB BARSTOW PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
OFFICE - BARSTOW, CA

12-03-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
3

AR_M62204_001873 CAOC 00006
OU 0000006

"CONTAMINATION FOUND IN MARINE BASE WELL" YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

12-07-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
4

AR_M62204_001874 CAOC 00006
OU 0000006

RECEIPT OF PROJECT NOTE 255, WASTE 
MANAGEMENT, VOL. I AND II, DATED NOVEMBER 5, 1992

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-08-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000261 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

STEAM RACK BAY 6/QUENCH FURNACE INSTALLATION 
SAMPLING REPORT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

12-08-1992
REPORT
336

AR_M62204_001556 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005

"TCE FOUND IN GROUNDWATER AT BARSTOW MARINE 
BASE"

YESVICTORVILLE DAILY PRESS - 
VICTORVILLE, CA

12-10-1992
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001875 CAOC 00006
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL DRAFT GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION ASSESSMENT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA12-11-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000870 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR THE BARSTOW 
GROUNDWATER REMOVAL ACTION FOR THE 
TRICHLOROETHYLENE (TCE) CONTAMINATED 
GROUNDWATER

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-14-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001469

RESPONSE TO RESIDENT'S CONCERN REGARDING 
WELL WATER CONTAMINATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA12-14-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001918 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 242 - REGARDING PRIVATE/PUBLIC 
DRINKING WATER SAMPLING, SPECIFICALLY THE 
JOHNSTON WELL ADJACENT TO NEBO ANNEX

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

12-17-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000283

YERMO DOMESTIC WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-22-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000949

EVALUATION OF ANALYTICAL DATA FROM THE EPA 
AUDIT OF RI/FS SAMPLING

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-28-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
31

AR_M62204_001041

COPIES OF AN INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY AND THE U.S. 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY TO CONDUCT DIRECT-CURRENT 
RESISTIVITY STUDIES AND DETAILED GEOLOGIC 
MAPPING OF THE MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE AT 
YERMO

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY - MENLO 
PARK, CA

12-29-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001798

RIGHT-OF-WAY FROM SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISION 
FOR DRILLING AT WELLS Y91, Y10-1 & Y11-1

YESSOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
COMPANY

12-30-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000694 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REPORT OF VIOLATION, INSPECTION CONDUCTED 16-
19 NOVEMBER 1992 AT BUILDINGS 593 AND 573

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-31-1992
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001964 BLDG 0000573
BLDG 0000593

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, 
PESTICIDE STORAGE & WASHOUT AREA (VOLUME I OF 
IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
283

AR_M62204_001489 CAOC 00002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, 
CHEMICAL STORAGE AREA (VOLUME II OF IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
434

AR_M62204_001490 CAOC 00005
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, FUEL 
DISPOSAL AREA (VOLUME III OF IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
160

AR_M62204_001491 CAOC 00009
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, FUEL 
BURN AREA (VOLUME IV OF IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
80

AR_M62204_001492 CAOC 00011
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, SLUDGE 
WASTE DISPOSAL AREA (VOLUME V OF IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
291

AR_M62204_001493 CAOC 00018
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, 
SECOND HAZARDOUS & LOW LEVEL RADIOLOGICAL 
AREA (VOLUME VI OF IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
247

AR_M62204_001494 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE DISPOSAL AREA (VOLUME VII OF IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
230

AR_M62204_001495 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, 
LANDFILL AREA (VOLUME VIII OF IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
450

AR_M62204_001496 CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 
I  VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR, PCB 
STORAGE AREA (VOLUME IX OF IX)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
122

AR_M62204_001497 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO REQUEST OF INVESTIGATION DERIVED 
WASTE OUs 1 AND 2, PHASE 1, STAGE A WELLS AND 
PIEZOMETER SOILS ANALYTICAL, DISPOSAL OF 
"CLEAN" SOIL, PROJECT NOTE 225, DATED 11/92

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-06-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001796 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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PROJECT NOTE 248 - ESTABLISHING UNIFORM 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS OF GROUNDWATER

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

01-07-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000507 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 17 - TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
MEETING NOTES HELD ON 1/20/93

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-20-1993
MINUTES
34

AR_M62204_001819 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

LETTER ON THE CONNECTION OF THE PRIVATE 
PROPERTY TO MCLB'S WATER SYSTEM, AND 
AUTHORIZATION TO PROCEED FROM PROPERTY 
OWNER

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-25-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000697 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT WATER REMEDIATION 
ASSESSMENT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 8, DATED 
DECEMBER 1992

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-25-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001057 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE PROJECT NOTE 238 - STAGE A/B 
INVESTIGATION DERIVED WASTE EFFLUENT WATER 
INDICATING THE TREATED WATER MEETS STATE AND 
FEDERAL DRINKING WATER STANDARDS 
(W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-26-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
50

AR_M62204_001572 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

"RIVER FLOW BRINGS WELL LEVELS UP" YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

01-27-1993
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001876 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR LAB REPORT ON SAMPLE TAKEN FROM 
PROPERTY ON 27 OCTOBER 1992

NOPUBLIC CITIZEN01-27-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002651
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REQUEST TO SIGN AGREEMENT FOR INSTALLATION 
AND MAINTENANCE OF WELL EQUIPMENT ON PRIVATE 
PROPERTY

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-29-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
30

AR_M62204_000698 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CHRONOLOGY FOR THE OFF-BASE SAMPLING REPORT NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-02-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002652

REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION OF COMMENTS ON 
TABLE A-1 IN APPENDIX A OF FINAL QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-05-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000559 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF FACT SHEET ON TCE AND THE 
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM TO A PRIVATE 
CITIZEN WHO LIVED ON PROPERTY WITH A WELL 
SUSPECTED OF BEING CONTAMINATED WITH TCE

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-05-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001802 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR LAB REPORT ON 
SAMPLE TAKEN FROM PROPERTY ON 27 OCTOBER 
1992 (INCLUDES ACCESS AUTHORIZATION FORM)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-05-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002653

COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION 
ASSESSMEENT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (TM-0008)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-11-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001257 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF DRAFT GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION 
ASSESSMENT, TECHNICAL MEMORANUM 8, DATED 
DECEMBER 1992

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001058 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

GUIDANCE ON FEDERAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT & 
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS; PROVIDES VARIOUS 
CITATIONS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-19-1993
GUIDANCE
6

AR_M62204_000437

GUIDANCE ON STATE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT & 
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (INCLUDES VARIOUS 
CITATIONS)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-19-1993
GUIDANCE
6

AR_M62204_000446
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LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT ANNOUNCING PUBLIC 
COMMENT PERIOD ON PROPOSED ACTION 
CONCERNING WATER SUPPLY TO PRIVATE PROPERTY 
RESIDENTS

YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

02-25-1993
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001877 CAOC 00006
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION 
ASSESSMENT, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 0008, OUS 1 
AND2, DATED DECEMBER 1992

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-02-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001042 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRIP REPORT AND MEETING MINUTES FOR SITE VISIT 
AT DTSC LONG BEACH REGARDING TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM (TM-0008) GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION ASSESSMENT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-04-1993
MINUTES
1

AR_M62204_000869 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 
ASSESSMENT, OXIDATION POND NO. 2 AND SLUDGE 
LAGOON NO. 1

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-05-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000217 CAOC 00003
OU 0000002

NOTIFICATION OF REMOVAL ACTION AT THE PRIVATE 
PROPERTY WELL CONTAMINATED WITH 
TRICHLOROETHENE (TCE) ADJACENT TO THE NEBO 
ANNEX

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-12-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
56

AR_M62204_000316 CAOC 00006
OU 0000006

LETTER REGARDING THE WELL SAMPLING REPORT ON 
OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001564

LETTER REGARDING THE WELL SAMPLING REPORT ON 
OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001565

LETTER REGARDING THE WELL SAMPLING RESULTS 
ON OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-15-1993
REPORT
23

AR_M62204_001566

LETTER REGARDING THE WELL SAMPLING RESULTS 
ON OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001567
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LETTER REGARDING THE WELL SAMPLING RESULTS 
ON OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001568

LETTER REGARDING THE WELL SAMPLING REPORT ON 
OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001569

TRANSMITTAL OF THE PROJECT NOTE 257 - STAGE B 
INVESTIGATION DERIVED WASTE ANALYTICAL 
RESULTS (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
34

AR_M62204_001571 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTIFICATION OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ON 
DRAFT PERMIT AND PROPOSED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE 
CONTAINER STORAGE AREA

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001878

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMENT PERIOD 
ON DRAFT PERMIT AND PROPOSED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION FOR MANAGEMENT OF HAZARDOUS 
WASTE

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-18-1993
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001914

PUBLIC NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ENDING 
MARCH 30, 1993 ON PROPOSED CONTAMINATED WELL 
REMEDIAL ACTION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-30-1993
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001911

TRANSMITTAL OF THE OCTOBER 1992 ANALYSIS 
RESULTS FOR SIX (6) PRIVATE AND TWO (2) YERMO 
ANNEX WELLS, AND REQUEST FOR REVIEW 
(W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-05-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
65

AR_M62204_001573 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 267 - EASEMENT AND PERMITS, 
SPECIFICALLY JACOBS ENGINEERING POSITION ON 
COMPENSATION TO PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNERS 
(INCLUDES AGREEMENT FOR INSTALLATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF WELL EQUIPMENT)

NOJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-05-1993
REPORT
4

AR_M62204_002643
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REQUEST TO REVIEW THE SCOPE OF WORK FOR THE 
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS AND 
CURRENT RI/FS WORK BY 7 MAY 1993 AND INCLUDES 
LIST OF TECHNICAL INFORMATION

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-09-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001734 CAOC 00034
CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE I  
VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ENCLOSURE 
IS RECORD # 1489 & 1497))

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-19-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002637 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE I  
VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ENCLOSURE 
IS RECORD # 1489 & 1497)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-19-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002638 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE I  
VALIDATED SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ENCLOSURE 
IS RECORD # 1489 & 1497)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-19-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002639 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 278 - WELL DEVELOPMENT, 
SPECIFICALLY WELL LOCATION AND GROUNDWATER 
ELEVATION DATA TO USGS, STAGE B, YERMO ANNEX 
AND NEBO

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

04-20-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_001731 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE ACTION MEMORDANDUM 
DOCUMENTING THE DISCOVERY OF 
TRICHLOROETHENE (TCE) IN PRIVATE WELL OWNER'S 
PROPERTY (LETTER RECEIVED IN RESTORATION 
RECORD FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-21-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000320 CAOC 00006
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF FULLY EXECUTED COPY OF RIGHT 
OF ENTRY PERMIT TO AUTHORIZE DRILLING 
GROUNDWATER TEST WELL ON PRIVATE PROPERTY 
(W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-29-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001481 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE PROJECT NOTE 277 - 
ANALYTICAL LAB RESULTS FROM STAGE B DRILLING 
ACTIVITIES (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-29-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
31

AR_M62204_001557

PROJECT NOTE 268 - EASEMENT AND PERMITS, 
SPECIFICALLY FOLLOW UP CORRESPONDENCE TO 
PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNERS (INCLUDES SAMPLE 
LETTER)

NOJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-29-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002645
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TRANSMITTAL OF RIGHT OF ENTRY PERMIT 
N6871193RP03X12, AUTHORIZING THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO ENTER A PARCEL OF LAND IDENTIFIED 
AS ASSESSOR'S PARCEL 516-321-15 TO DRILL A 
GROUND WATER TEST WELL (W/ENCLOSURE)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-29-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002646

SUBMITTAL OF DRAFT PHASE II FIELD SAMPLING 
WORK PLAN

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-05-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000527 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 282 - RI/FS OUs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, & 6 PHASE 1 
GROUNDWATER & SOIL ANALYTICAL LABORATORY 
RESULTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-06-1993
REPORT
760

AR_M62204_001502 CAOC 00023
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF THE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES 
RESULTS FROM WELL ON PRIVATE PROPERTY 
(W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-07-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
19

AR_M62204_001510

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM VARIOUS AGENCIES 
REGARDING THE APPROPRIATENESS OF A 
GROUNDWATER REMOVAL ACTION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-10-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000178 OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF OFF-BASE CONTAMINATED WELL 
SAMPLING RESULTS (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-10-1993
REPORT
20

AR_M62204_001558

FINAL PROPOSED REMOVAL ACTION FOR THE YERMO 
ANNEX INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT PLANT 
SLUDGE

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-17-1993
REPORT
16

AR_M62204_000402 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

2ND REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO DRILL A TEST 
WELL ON PRIVATE PROPERTY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-17-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001480 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE PHASE I GROUNDWATER AND 
SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA FOR RI/FS OU'S 1 THRU 7 
DATED 6 MAY 1993

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-18-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001633 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REMOVAL ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR INDUSTRIAL 
WASTE TREATMENT PLANT SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS, 
YERMO ANNEX

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-25-1993
REPORT
9

AR_M62204_000321 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

NOTIFICATION ANNOUNCING PUBLIC COMMENT 
PERIOD ON PROPOSED CONTAMINATED SLUDGE 
REMOVAL ACTION AT THE INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-01-1993
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001880 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

TRANSMITTAL OF PROJECTED DELIVERY DATES  AND 
REQUESTED TECHNICAL INFORMATION AVAILABLE 
FOR AGENCY REVIEW (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-07-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000809

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 120 OF CERCLA

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-07-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001732 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE PROJECT NOTE 267 - 
EASEMENT AND PERMITS, SPECIFICALLY JACOBS 
ENGINEERING POSITION ON COMPENSATION TO 
PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNERS

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-09-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002644

LETTER TRANSMITTING THE REMOVAL ACTION 
MEMORANDUM (REF. DOC. #2.1-0020) AND 
ENGINEERING EVALUATION /COST ANALYSIS (REF. 
DOC. #2.3-0001)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-10-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001803 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

"INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 
SLUDGE REMOVAL"

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

06-11-1993
FACT SHEET
3

AR_M62204_001879 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005
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FINAL PERMIT DECISION MCLB, REVISIONS AND 
CORRECTIONS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000038

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE OCTOBER 1992 
ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SIX (6) PRIVATE AND TWO (2) 
YERMO ANNEX WELLS

NOOFFICE OF SCIENTIFIC AFFAIRS - 
SACRAMENTO, CA

06-18-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002642

PHASE I, STAGE B WELLS IDW SOILS ANALYTICAL, 
RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-22-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
249

AR_M62204_000035 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

BOARD ORDER DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR LAND 
DISPOSAL OF TREATED GROUNDWATER #6-93-106

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-01-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_000152 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 30 - MINUTES OF REMEDIAL PROJECT 
MANAGERS (RPM) MEETING, REGARDING: RISK BASED 
CRITERIA, OUS 1&2 GROUNDWATER, OUS 5&6 
REVISIONS & PROJECT SCHEDULE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-01-1993
MINUTES
20

AR_M62204_000706 CAOC 00011
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

FAX RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF SAMPLE 
RESULTS FROM 6 DOMESTIC WELLS NEAR MCLB, 
DATED OCTOBER 1992

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-08-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001251 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE ON PROJECT NOTE 269, 
WASTE MANAGEMENT PHASE 1, STAGE B (IRP RI/FS 
STUDY PROJECT NOTE) (W/O ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-12-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000260 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PROJECT NOTE 
269 RE WASTE MANAGEMENT, PHASE 1, STAGE B, 
WELLS INVESTIGATION DERIVED WASTE SOILS 
ANALYTICAL RESULTS (LETTER RECEIVED IN 
RESTORATION RECORD FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-12-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000868 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO ALLOW JACOBS 
ENGINEERING TO DRILL TEST WELL ON PROPERTY TO 
DETERMINE QUALITY OF GROUNDWATER IN VICINITY 
OF ACTIVITY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-13-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001473 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FIRST REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO DRILL A TEST 
WELL ON PRIVATE PROPERTY (W/O ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-13-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001477 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO DRILL A TEST WELL ON 
PRIVATE PROPERTY (W/O ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-13-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001478 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO DRILL A TEST WELL ON 
PRIVATE PROPERTY (LETTER RECEIVED IN 
RESTORATION RECORDS FILE W/O ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-13-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001479 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING 
WORK PLAN, RI/FS, OUS 3 AND 4, SINCE TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 9 HAS NOT BEEN RECEIVED, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 10 (DOCUMENT IS 
CONSIDERED INCOMPLETE UNDER THE FEDERAL 
FACILITIES AGREEMENT)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-14-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001043 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 300 - REVISION TO STRATUM 
BOUNDARIES ON GEOPHYSICS AND SOIL ORGANIC 
VAPOR INTERPRETATION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_000504 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

"PLANS FOR SLUDGE REMOVAL SET, HEALTH AND 
SAFETY PARAMOUNT"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

07-15-1993
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001882 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005
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NOTICE OF DTSC INABILITY TO REVIEW DRAFT PHASE 
II FIELD SAMPLING WORKPLAN, RI/FS OU 3/4 PENDING 
RECEIPT OF TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM-009 IS 
SUBMITTED

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001238 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

NOTICE OF DELAY IN PROVIDING DTSC COMMENTS ON 
PHASE II FIELD SAMPLING WORKPLAN PENDING 
RECEIPT OF TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #9

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001239 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS (EE/CA) 
FOR THE YERMO INDUSTRIAL WASTE WATER 
TREATMENT PLANT PONDS SLUDGE REMOVAL ACTION

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-21-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001224

ACTIONS AGREED UPON BY MCLB AND SOUTHWEST 
DIVISION WITH CONCURRENCE OF BILL KIRK, IRP 
MANAGER ON JULY 20, 1993.

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-28-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000176 OU 0000007
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PROJECT NOTE 2 - INVESTIGATION DERIVED WASTE 
MANAGEMENT APPROACH FOR OUs 5&6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-05-1993
MINUTES
5

AR_M62204_000708 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 8 - MEETING NOTES BETWEEN JACOBS 
ENGINEERING AND THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD REGARDING: INVESTIGATION 
DERIVED WASTE SOILS MANAGEMENT FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS 5 AND 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-13-1993
MINUTES
2

AR_M62204_000718 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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REQUEST TO REVIEW TM-0009, OU 3 & 4 PHASE I 
REPORT PRIOR TO PROVIDING WRITTEN COMMENTS 
ON TM-0010, OU 3 & 4 PHASE II WORKPLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000838 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF TM-0009 OUS 3 AND 4 
PHASE I REPORT PRIOR TO PROVIDING WRITTEN 
COMMENTS ON TM-0010, OUS 3 AND 4 DRAFT PHASE II 
WORKPLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000853 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR REVIEWING OF TM-0009 OUs 3 AND R 
PHASE I REPORT PRIOR TO PROVIDING WRITTEN 
COMMENTS ON TM-0010 OUs 3 AND 4 DRAFT PHASE II 
WORKPLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000854 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

NOTIFICATION OF THE SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF 
THE REMOVAL ACTION AT CAOC 17

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.08-18-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000318 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 2, INVESTIGATION 
DERIVED WASTE MANAGEMENT APPROACH, DATED 
8/93

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-18-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001053 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

"SLUDGE UPDATE: WASTE POND CLEANUPS TO BE 
COMPLETED SOON"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

08-19-1993
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001881 CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000005
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SECOND REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO DRILL A TEST 
WELL ON PRIVATE PROPERTY (W/O ENCLOSURE - 
RIGHT OF ENTRY PERMIT)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-20-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001474 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING THE WELL SAMPLING RESULTS 
OF AN OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER WELL (LETTER 
RECEIVED IN RESTORATION RECORDS FILE W/OUT 
ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-23-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001561

LETTER REGARDING RESULTS OF THE GROUNDWATER 
SAMPLING CONDUCTED AT OFF-BASE WELL 
(W/ATTACHMENT)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-24-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001559

LETTER REGARDING WELL SAMPLING RESULTS ON 
OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-24-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001560 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER IN REGARDS TO WELL SAMPLING RESULTS 
FOR AN OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER WELL (LETTER 
RECEIVED IN RESTORATION RECORDS FILE W/OUT 
ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-24-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001562

LETTER REGARDING THE RESULTS OF OFF-BASE 
GROUNDWATER WELL SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-24-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001563

EXPRESSION OF APPRECIATION TO EPA 
CONTRACTORS, MR. JOHN HAMILL, MR. DON DOWING 
(BNI), AND MR. RON GENTILE (DCSI)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-27-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000795

RWQCB REQUEST TO DISCONTINUE SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS OF YERMO OXIDATION POND WASTE WATER

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-30-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000946

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN, PHASE 2, DATED JULY 
1993

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-31-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_001044
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE RIGHT OF ENTRY PERMIT, 
AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNMENT TO ALLOW A 
CONTRACTOR TO DRILL A TEST WELL (LETTER 
RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORD WITHOUT 
ENCLOSURE)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-07-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002648

TRANSMITTAL OF THE RIGHT OF ENTRY PERMIT, 
AUTHORIZING THE GOVERNMENT TO ALLOW A 
CONTRACTOR TO DRILL A TEST WELL (LETTER 
RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORD WITHOUT 
ENCLOSURE)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-07-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002649

REVISION OF REQUIREMENT TO SEAL SURFACE 
IMPOUNDMENT CRACKS RELATED TO EE/CA FOR 
YERMO INDUSTRIAL WWTP PONDS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001240 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REMEDIAL ACTION REPORT YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.09-22-1993
REPORT
70

AR_M62204_000319 CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 105 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

PROJECT NOTE 9 - FIELD TRIP WITH DTSC 
REPRESENTATIVES REGARDING INVESTIGATION 
DERIVED WASTE MANAGEMENT AND AGREED 
APPROACH

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-22-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000566 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00033
CAOC 00034
CAOC 00036
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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PROJECT NOTE 310 - DATA TO SUPPORT THE 
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT AS REQUESTED BY R. 
BARNETT, US EPA

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

09-24-1993
ANALYTICAL DATA
112

AR_M62204_001486 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

LETTER REGARDING COMPLETION OF OU 5 AND 6 
PHASE I FIELD WORK ON SEPTEMBER 23, 1993

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-29-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000263 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT THAT REVIEW AND 
CONCURRENCE BY DTSC IS STILL PENDING AND 
DETAILS OF REVISED APPROACH TO CAOC 16 WILL 
FOLLOW IN A "CONCEPTUAL SITE REMEDIATION PLAN 
FOR CAOC 16" TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-29-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000852 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RECOMMENDS THE USE OF PRESUMPTIVE REMEDIES 
IN LIEU OF CONT'D PHASE 1&2 RI SAMPLING WILL BE 
MORE COST EFFECTIVE, EXPEDIENT, & PRUDENT IN 
THE CLEANUP OF CONTAMINATION AT BLDG 573; LISTS 
DOCUMENTS THAT WILL SUPPORT REVs TO Ous 5&6 
SAMPLING & ANALYSIS PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-29-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001756 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
OU 0000005

TRANSMITTAL OF 1) NOTIFICATION LETTER 
REGARDING COMPLETION OF THE REMOVAL ACTION, 
AND 2) REMEDIAL ACTION REPORT (W/ENCLOSURES)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-30-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
72

AR_M62204_000317 CAOC 00017
OU 0000003

REVIEW OF DRAFT FINAL PHASE 2 RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN, DATED 
7/93, DOES NOT RECOMMEND APPROVAL

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-04-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001077 OU 0000007

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL PHASE II RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN 
DATED JULY 1993

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-05-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001047 OU 0000007
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REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY DRAFT PHASE II 
FIELD SAMPLING WORK PLAN (W/O ENCL)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-12-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
31

AR_M62204_000528 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON THE RI/FS DRAFT 
PHASE II FIELD SAMPLING WORK PLAN

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-12-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000531 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 312 - ELIMINATION OF SPECIFIC 
CHEMICALS FROM THE CHEMICALS OF CONCERN AND 
THE PROJECT TARGET ANALYTE LIST

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000553 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REPLACEMENT PAGES FOR THE SAMPLING ANALYSIS 
PLAN (SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, DATED 03 
AUGUST 1993, WAS NOT RECEIVED IN THE 
RESTORATION RECORD FILE)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-21-1993
REPORT
244

AR_M62204_000506 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

ON-SITE COORDINATOR REPORT - REMOVAL ACTION 
OF TRICHLOROETHENE CONTAMINATED OFF-BASE 
WELL AT NEBO ANNEX

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-03-1993
REPORT
20

AR_M62204_000322 CAOC 00038
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE I REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION OPERABLE UNITS 3 AND 4, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 9 (VOLS 1&2), DATED SEPTEMBER 1993

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-03-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001046 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 321 - INVESTIGATION-DERIVED WASTE 
SOIL FOR MONITORING WELLS Y7-1 AND Y8-1 TO 
DISCHARGE CUTTINGS, WITH DTSC CONCURRENCE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-09-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000564 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR COMMENTS TO DRAFT JANUARY 1993 
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS TECHNICAL 
MEMO TM-0015, NOVEMBER 9, 1992 (W/O ENCL)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000259 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER 
SAMPLING RESULTS TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 15 
DATED 9 NOVEMBER 1993

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-16-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000737 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING 
WORK PLAN RI/FS FOR OUS 3 AND 4, DATED 5/93 AND 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 10 DATED SEPTEMBER 1993

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-19-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001045 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE I REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORTS OPERABLE UNITS (OUS) 3 
AND 4, DATED 9/93; DRAFT PHASE II RI/FS OUS 3 & 4 
FIELD SAMPLING PLAN, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 10, 
DATED 5/93; AND DRAFT PHASE 2 RI/FS FIELD 
SAMPLING PLAN OU 1 & 2, DATED 10/93

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-01-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_001049 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE II RI/FS SAMPLING 
WORK PLAN FOR OUS 1 AND 2, DATED OCTOBER 1993

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-02-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001048 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REMEDIATION PLAN SPILL PREVENTION/CROSS 
CONTAMINATION SOURCES TO THE SANITARY SEWER

YESKENNEDY JENKS CONSULTANTS12-03-1993
REPORT
169

AR_M62204_000042

PROJECT NOTE 330 - TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
MEETING NOTES HELD ON 12/08/93

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

12-08-1993
MINUTES
27

AR_M62204_001822 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
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REVIEW OF RI/FS DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING 
(WORK) PLAN, DATED 10/93, AND REQUESTS 
INFORMATION BY 16 JANUARY 1994

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-15-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001050 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF SOLID WASTE 
ASSESSMENT TEST, REMOVAL ACTION IS SCHEDULED 
TO COMMENCE BY OCTOBER 1994

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-22-1993
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000738 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005

"MCLB BARSTOW, COMMITMENT TO ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY"

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-01-1994
PUBLIC NOTICE
15

AR_M62204_001884

HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN FOR GROUNDWATER 
EXTRACTION PILOT STUDIES AT YERMO ANNEX (THIS 
IS APPENDIX A TO AR # 910)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

01-05-1994
REPORT
203

AR_M62204_000571 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1
CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROGRAM HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, REVISION 0 
DATED 7 JANUARY 1994; SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY 
PLAN, REVISION 1 DATED 18 JULY 1994

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.01-07-1994
REPORT
188

AR_M62204_000584

REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE TO CONDUCT AN 
AQUIFER PUMP TEST

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-07-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001735 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL PHASE 2 RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN, 
DATED JULY 1993

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-18-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001059 OU 0000007

WRITTEN APPROVAL TO CONDUCT AN AQUIFER PUMP 
TEST WITH GUIDELINES

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-19-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001736 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 312, RE: CHEMICALS OF 
CONCERN, DATED 15 OCTOBER 1993

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-20-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001052 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF DRAFT REPORT GEOPHYSICAL 
INVESTIGATION, APPENDIX A, DATED JULY 1993

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-27-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
23

AR_M62204_001051 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00033
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 333 - DESCRIBES CLARIFICATION OF 
SURFACE SAMPLING DEPTHS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

01-28-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000510 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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PROJECT NOTE 334 - QUARTERLY SAMPLING & OFF-
SITE WELLS DRILLING, INVESTIGATION DERIVED 
WASTE EFFLUENT WATER

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

02-09-1994
REPORT
36

AR_M62204_001580 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT DATED 15 
DECEMBER 1994

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-15-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_001222 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVISED WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS, ORDER 
NOS. 6-94-29 AND 6-94-28 FOR MCLB, YERMO & NEBO 
ANNEX DOMESTIC WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
FACILITIES

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-25-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
36

AR_M62204_000161

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL PHASE 2 
SAMPLING & ANALYSIS PLAN (REFER TO TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 10 DATED 3/9/94) {ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD #511}

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-09-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000520 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 39 - SOIL BORING COORDINATES AS 
REQUESTED FROM US EPA REPRESENTATIVES AT THE 
4 FEBRUARY 1994 REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGERS' 
MEETING

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

03-09-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001574 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 340 - RESPONSE TO DTSC, EPA AND 
RWQCB COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD 
SAMPLING WORK PLAN, REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBLITY STUDY FOR OUs 1/2

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-16-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
28

AR_M62204_001380 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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PROJECT NOTE 40 - RESPONSE TO AGENCIES 
COMMENTS FOR THE DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING 
WORK PLAN FOR OUs 3/4, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
10

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-16-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
18

AR_M62204_001381 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR 30-DAY EXTENSION FOR REVIEW OF 
MCLB DRAFT RESULTS OF STAGE B GROUNDWATER 
INVESTIGATION TECH MEMO-0012

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-21-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000201 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF QUARTERLY GROUNDWATER SAMPLING 
RESULTS FOR JUNE AND SEPTEMBER 1992 AND 
JANUARY 1993, TECHNICAL MEMORANDA 11, 13, AND 15

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-28-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001055 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER SAMPLING 
RESULTS AS DESCRIBED IN DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUMS 11, 13, AND 15

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-28-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001220 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF DRAFT RESULTS OF STAGE B 
GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 12

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-29-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001054 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING (WORK) 
PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-29-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001056 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 347 - RESULTS OF A LITERATURE 
SEARCH ON THE APPROPRIATENESS OF USING 
CENTRIGUGAL SUBMERSIBLE PUMPS FOR SAMPLING 
GROUNDWATER

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-30-1994
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_000120 CAOC 00038
OU 0000002
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REVISED FINAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN, 
APPENDIX A TO REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY 
STUDY SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN IS APPENDIX A OF DRAFT 
FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN) [SEE RECORD # 
489 - DRAFT FINAL SAP]

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-30-1994
REPORT
218

AR_M62204_000555 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

EPA'S DE MINIMIS SETTLEMENT OFFER TO ELIGIBLE 
PARTIES ON THE PETROCHEM RECYCLING 
CORPORATION/EKOTEK, INC SUPERFUND SITE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-30-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
43

AR_M62204_000940 "AMERICAN 
INTERNATIONA
L" SEARCH

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RESULTS OF STAGE B 
GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 12, DATED 9 NOVEMBER 1993, AND 
DRAFT GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION PILOT STUDY 
FIELD WORK PLAN, DATED 3/9/94

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-01-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001020 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

DOCUMENTATION OF DISPOSITION OF 2 CUBIC YARDS 
OF SLUDGE AS PART OF YERMO SLUDGE REMOVAL 
ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-04-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000361 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE 1 REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION FOR OUS 3 AND 4, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANUM 9

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-05-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001060 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE 1 REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION FOR CAOC 5, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 9, CAOC 5 WAS EXCLUDED FROM 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 9, DATED 9/93

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-12-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001061 CAOC 00005
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL PHASE II FIELD 
SAMPLING WORK PLAN FOR OU 1 AND 2 (REGIONAL 
GROUNDWATER)  {ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 512 AND # 
514}

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-21-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000523 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 14 - DECISION ON BACKGROUND 
METALS INCLUSION/EXCLUSION FOR THE RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT TANK SITES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-28-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_000588 OU 0000007
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PROJECT NOTE 3 - RESULTS OF PCB TEST KITS 
VERSUS CONTRACT LABORATORY PROGRAM AT 
NASNI; THE CONCLUSION REACHED IS THAT THE PCB 
TEST KITS ARE BIASED TO REPORT FALSE POSITIVE 
HITS OF CONTAMINATION; THIS SATISFIES THE 
REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGERS' ACTION ITEM

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-02-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
27

AR_M62204_001581 OU 0000003

REQUEST FOR 30 DAY EXTENSION TO COMMENT ON 
TECHNICAL MEMO 0018 DRAFT ELIMINATION 
RATIONALE FOR SAMPLING REQUIREMENTS FOR 
SPECIFIC STRATA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-04-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000882 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW AND CONCURRENCE ON THE DRAFT FINAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY PHASE 
2 FIELD SAMPLING WORK PLAN FOR OUs 3/4, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 10

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-04-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001063 CAOC 00005
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE PHASE I REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
(RI) APPENDIX H RADIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT REPORT 
FOR CAOC 20

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-04-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001214 CAOC 00020

PROJECT NOTE 353 - COMPARISON OF THE CHEMICAL 
OF CONCERN LISTS OF ANALYTES IN THE SAMPLING & 
ANALYSIS PLAN VS. THE QUALITY ASSURANCE 
PROJECT PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-09-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_000556 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON OU 3 AND 4 DRAFT FINAL PHASE II 
FIELD SAMPLING WORKPLAN FOR MCLB

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA05-09-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001213 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

IDENTIFICATION OF STATE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT 
AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 
PROPOSED REMOVAL ACTION AT PREVIOUS PCB 
STORAGE AREA

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-09-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_001516 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
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GUIDANCE & INFORMATION TO ASSIST BASE IN 
COMPLYING WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT & 
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-13-1994
GUIDANCE
35

AR_M62204_000447

PROJECT NOTE 14 - HEALTH & SAFETY PLAN 
ADDENDUM FOR ADDITIONAL WORK, PHASE 2 FIELD 
INVESTIGATION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-13-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000572 CAOC 00005
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 14 - HEALTH & SAFETY ADDENDUM TO 
ADDRESS AIR SPARGING/ VAPOR EXTRACTION 
ACTIVITIES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-13-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000573 CAOC 00016
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005

FINAL PHASE 2 RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN, VOL 1 OF 2 (SEE 
RECORD # 589 - VOLUME 2 OF 2)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-19-1994
REPORT
305

AR_M62204_000587 OU 0000007

FINAL PHASE 2 RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN (VOL 2 OF 2)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-19-1994
REPORT
394

AR_M62204_000589 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1
OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 41 - PHASE 1 STRONTIUM SAMPLING 
RESULTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-19-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001582 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO CONDUCT VAPOR 
EXTRACTION PILOT TEST AND REQUEST FOR 
APPROVAL

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-23-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000864 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL PHASE 2 FIELD 
SAMPLING WORK PLAN, DATED 29 APRIL 1994; EPA 
FINDS IT TO BE AN ACCEPTABLE APPROACH 
HOWEVER, SOME CHANGES MAY BE REQUIRED FOR 
BLDG 573

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-23-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000979 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00037
CAOC 00039
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION 
PILOT STUDY FIELD PLAN, DATED 3/9/94, EPA FINDS IT 
ACCEPTABLE & OFFERS SUGGESTIONS FOR 
IMPROVEMENTS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-23-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000986 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT GROUNDWATER 
APRIL 1993 SAMPLING RESULTS; TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 24, DATED MARCH 1994

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-23-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000987 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ELIMINATION RATIONALE FOR 
SAMPLING REQUIREMENTS FOR SPECIFIC STRATA FOR 
OUS 5 AND 6, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 18, DATED 9 
MARCH 1994

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-23-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001014 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE 1 REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION FOR OUS 3 AND4, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 9, VOL 20, APPENDIX G-4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-25-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001018 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW AND COMMENTS OF DRAFT PHASE I RI OU3 
AND 4 TECH MEMO (TM-009), APPENDIX G-4 VOL. XX

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-25-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001256 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

IDENTIFICATION OF CHEMICAL, LOCATION, AND 
ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS AT SITE 34

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-01-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001527 CAOC 00034

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL PHASE II RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT SAMPLING VISIT WORK PLAN 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 587 AND RECORD # 589)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-02-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000177 OU 0000007

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 117 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

FINAL ADDENDUM 1 TO THE DRAFT QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN, PHASE II REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION FEASIBILITY STUDY (DRAFT QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN WAS NOT RECEIVED IN 
THE RESTORATION RECORDS FILE)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-08-1994
REPORT
18

AR_M62204_000554 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 354 - RESPONSES TO EPA COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING PLAN FOR 
OUs 1 & 2, DATED 4/29/94

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_001382 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 19 - RESPONSE TO REGULATORY 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER 
EXTRACTION PILOT STUDY FIELD PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001387

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ACTION MEMORANDUM YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-15-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000993 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 355 - RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION, 
STAGE B, OUs 1/2, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 12; AND 
THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS FOR 
06/92, 09/92 & 01/93 SAMPLING EFFORT FOR Ous 1/2, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDA 11, 13 AND

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-20-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_001379 CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CHEMICAL, LOCATION, & ACTION SPECIFIC 
APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT & APPROPRIATE 
REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) FOR PROPOSED CERCLA 
REMOVAL ACTION

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-29-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001519 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003

PROJECT NOTE 23 - RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION PILOT 
STUDY FIELD PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-07-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001386

PROJECT NOTE 7 - RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS 
FOR OUs 1 & 2, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 24, DATED 
04/93

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-07-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001390 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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PROJECT NOTE 30 - REGARDING PROJECT COSTS FOR 
SITE CLOSURE OF CAOCS AT OUS 5 AND 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-11-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001673 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00032
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW ON THE DRAFT PHASE 1 REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION, OUS 3 AND 4, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 9

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-12-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001071 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR 120 DAY EXTENSION ON THE DRAFT 
PHASE II WORK PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 5 
AND 6

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-13-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000474 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 24 - VARIANCE TO STANDARD 
OPERATING PROCEDURE #37 WELL DEVELOPMENT 
PROCEDURES FOR LARGE DIAMETER 
EXTRACTION/PRODUCTION WELLS DRILLED WITH A 
MUD ROTARY METHOD

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-18-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000516

PROJECT NOTE 10 - RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS 
DATED 04/05/94 ON OUs 3 & 4 PHASE 2 SAMPLING, 
SPECIFICALLY CAOC 5, TECHNICAL MEMORANDA 9 & 10

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-19-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001389 CAOC 00005
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO NFEC'S REQUEST (DATED 7/13/94) FOR 
AN 120 DAY EXTENSION; CANNOT ASCERTAIN GOOD 
CAUSE TO JUSTIFY GRANTING AN EXTENSION AT THIS 
TIME

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-21-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001745 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 120 DAY EXTENSION ON 
OU 5 AND 6 "DRAFT PHASE II WORK PLAN"; DECISION 
WILL BE MADE AFTER AUGUST 4, 1994, PROJECT 
MANAGERS MEETING

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-22-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000475 OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT RATIONALE FOR 
ELIMINATION FROM FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF 
SPECIFIC GEOPHYSICAL ANOMALIES TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 0020 (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 754)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-22-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000787 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON TECH MEMO 0020, 
DRAFT RATIONALE FOR ELIMINATION FROM FURTHER 
INVESTIGATION OF SPECIFIC GEOPHYSICAL 
ANOMALIES, DATED JUNE 24, 1994

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-22-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000883 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION TO THE BARSTOW 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE FEDERAL FACILITY 
AGREEMENT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-22-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001782 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 43 - HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT, 
RESULTS OF THE OUs 5 & 6 BACKGROUND SOILS 
INCLUSION/EXCLUSION ANALYSIS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-26-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001528 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00019
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 52 - RESPONSES TO EPA, DTSC & 
RWQCB COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE 1 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OUs 3 & 4, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 9, DATED 7/93

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-27-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
40

AR_M62204_001065 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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REVIEW ON THE DRAFT ELIMINATION RATIONALE FOR 
SAMPLING REQUIREMENTS FOR SPECIFIC STRATA, 
OUS 5 AND 6, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 18, DATED 
MARCH 1994

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-27-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001081 CAOC 00003
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00033
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

FINAL UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK REMOVAL 
REPORT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-29-1994
REPORT
253

AR_M62204_000041 OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 17 - RISK SCREENING EVALUATION 
METHODOLOGY, OUTLINE OF PROPOSED APPROACH

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-01-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000608 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

APPROVAL OF RIGHT-OF-WAY RESERVATION CACA 
31081 (W/ATTACHMENT)

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - 
BARSTOW, CA

08-01-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001258 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

IDENTIFICATION OF STATE ARAR'S FOR THE 
PROPOSED REMOVAL ACTION AT IR SITE # 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-10-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001525 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE NOTIFICATION OF REMOVAL 
ACTION AT THE PESTICIDE STORAGE AND WASHOUT 
AREA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-12-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001211 CAOC 00002

JOINT RESPONSE TO NFEC'S REQUEST (DATED 7/13/94) 
FOR AN 120 DAY EXTENSION TO THE FEDERAL 
FACILITIES AGREEMENT FOR THE SUBMITTAL OF OUs 5 
& 6 DRAFT PHASE 2 WORK PLAN; APPROVES 
EXTENSION UNTIL 1/24/95

YESMULTIPLE AGENCIES08-15-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001762 OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ACTION 
MEMORANDUM

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-16-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001313 SITE 00002

PROJECT NOTE 53 - SUMMARY OF THE STATISTICAL 
METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED IN THE OUs 3, 4, 5 & 6 
BACKGROUND SOILS, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 23, 
SATISFIES ITEM #9408.3 OF THE RPM ACTION ITEM LIST

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-26-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000756 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 0019, DRAFT CAOC 16 PHASE I REPORT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-26-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000884 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005

COMMENTS ON THE NOTIFICATION OF REMOVAL 
ACTION AT PESTICIDE STORAGE AND WASHOUT AREA 
AT NEBO

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-26-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001237 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS AND IDENTIFICATION OF CHEMICAL, 
LOCATION, AND ACTION SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR 
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS 
(ARARS) AND COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED 
REMOVAL ACTION

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-29-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001526

NOTIFICATION THAT CRITICAL PATH MODEL SCHEDULE 
WILL BE FORWARDED SEPTEMBER 9, 1994

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-30-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000477 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW ON THE DRAFT RATIONALE FOR ELIMINATION 
FROM FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF SPECIFIC 
GEOPHYSICAL ANOMALIES FOR OUS 5 AND 6, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 20, DATED 6/24/94 AND 
FIELD SAMPLING PLAN DATED 3/30/94

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-01-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001072 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON 
THE REMOVAL ACTION NEWS RELEASE AND PUBLIC 
NOTICE (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-01-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001906

REVIEW ON PROJECT NOTE 353, CHEMICALS OF 
CONCERN LIST, SPECIFICALLY COMPARISON WITH THE 
LIST OF ANALYTES IN TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 9 
AND PROJECT NOTE 312, DATED 10/15/93

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-07-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
38

AR_M62204_001073 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 48 - RESPONSE TO DTSC COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT ELIMINATION RATIONALE FOR 
SAMPLING REQUIREMENTS FOR SPECIFIC STRATA FOR 
OUs 5 & 6, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 18, DATED 
03/09/94

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-07-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001383 CAOC 00010
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00033
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 19 - RESPONSE TO DTSC COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR OU 3, 
FORMER POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYL STORAGE 
AREA (SEE RECORD # 2613 THROUGH # 2616 - MCLB 
BARSTOW TRANSMITTAL LETTERS)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-09-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001388 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003

PROJECT NOTE 18 - REGARDING: COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS SPECIFICALLY, DELIVERY OF FINAL CAOC 
34 REMOVAL ACTION NOTICE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-09-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001907

FINAL REMOVAL ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR CAOC 34 YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-14-1994
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_000323 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

"MCLB BARSTOW ANNOUNCES THE AVAILABILITY OF 
THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR A REMOVAL 
ACTION AT THE YERMO ANNEX" - CAOC 34

YESVICTORVILLE DAILY PRESS - 
VICTORVILLE, CA

09-17-1994
PUBLIC NOTICE
6

AR_M62204_001887 "RIALTO" 
SEARCH - 
ROUND 2
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003

TRANSMITTAL OF THE TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 0022, 
DRAFT PHASE I REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-20-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000885 OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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SUBMITTAL OF DRAFT BACKGROUND SOILS 
INVESTIGATION TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM WITH 
REQUEST FOR COMMENTS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-21-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000121 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

SOIL & CONCRETE REMOVAL REPORT, INDUSTRIAL 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT & RECYCLING FACILITY

YESCOX CONSTRUCTION09-23-1994
REPORT
234

AR_M62204_000325 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT NEWSLETTER YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-28-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001908

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RATIONALE FOR ELIMINATION 
FROM FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF SPECIFIC 
GEOPHYSICAL ANOMALIES FOR OUS 5 AND 6, TM 20, 
DATED 24 JUNE 1994, REQUESTS RE-EVALUATION OF 
RATIONALES, DTSC CONCURS WITH EPA'S SITE 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS DATED 09/94

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-29-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001075 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW ON THE DRAFT RATIONALE FOR ELIMINATION 
FROM FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF SPECIFIC 
GEOPHYSICAL ANOMALIES FOR OUS 5 AND 6, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 20, AND APPROVAL OF 
RECOMMENDATIONS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-29-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001076 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON PRELIMINARY DRAFT PROJECT 
WORKPLAN, AIR SPARGING/VAPOR EXTRACTION PILOT 
STUDY FOR CAOC 6

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-29-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001273 CAOC 00006
OU 0000006

CONTAMINATED SOILS GENERATED DURING REMOVAL 
OF SIXTEEN UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-30-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000175 OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE RESPONSE TO AGENCY 
COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM TM 0018, 
DATED 9 MARCH 1994 (LETTER RECEIVED IN 
RESTORATION RECORDS OFFICE W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-30-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001434 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON FINAL UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 
REMOVAL RPT 26 USTS REMOVED IN JUNE 1992

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-03-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001322
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REMOVAL ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR PESTICIDE 
STORAGE & WASHOUT AREA, NEBO MAIN BASE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-04-1994
REPORT
15

AR_M62204_000324 CAOC 00002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW ON THE DRAFT CERCLA AREA OF CONCERN 
16, PHASE 1 REPORT, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 19, 
DATED AUGUST 1994

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-04-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001082 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005

PROJECT NOTE 38 - ANALYTICAL DATA FOR THE OUS 5 
& 6 PHASE 1 RI NEESA LEVEL C & D DATA PACKAGES 
TO BE PLACED IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE 
(16 BOXES)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-05-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000757 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON DRAFT PHASE 1 REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT, OU 5, CAOC 16, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 19, DATED 8/19/94; EPA CONCURS WITH 
MOST CONCLUSIONS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-05-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001074 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005

PROJECT NOTE 27 - GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION 
PILOT STUDY, RELEASE OF INVESTIGATION-DERIVED 
WASTEWATER AT YERMO ANNEX; CONTAINS LAB 
RESULTS & CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TO PREVENT 
RECURRENCE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-05-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001588

"MCLB BARSTOW ANNOUNCES THE AVAILABILITY OF 
THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR A REMOVAL 
ACTION AT THE MAIN BASE" - CAOC 2

YESVICTORVILLE DAILY PRESS - 
VICTORVILLE, CA

10-08-1994
PUBLIC NOTICE
6

AR_M62204_001889 CAOC 00002
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF THE PROJECT NOTE 19 - RESPONSE 
TO DTSC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ACTION 
MEMORANDUM, FORMER POLYCHLORINATED 
BIPHENYL STORAGE AREA (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
1388)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002613 CAOC 00034

TRANSMITTAL OF THE PROJECT NOTE 19 - RESPONSE 
TO DTSC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ACTION 
MEMORANDUM, FORMER POLYCHLORINATED 
BIPHENYL STORAGE AREA (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
1388)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002614 CAOC 00034

TRANSMITTAL OF THE PROJECT NOTE 19 - RESPONSE 
TO DTSC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ACTION 
MEMORANDUM, FORMER POLYCHLORINATED 
BIPHENYL STORAGE AREA (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
1388)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002615 CAOC 00034
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE PROJECT NOTE 19 - RESPONSE 
TO DTSC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ACTION 
MEMORANDUM, FORMER POLYCHLORINATED 
BIPHENYL STORAGE AREA (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
1388)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002616 CAOC 00034

TRANSMITTAL OF THE AGREEMENT FOR INSTALLATION 
AND MAINTENANCE OF WELL EQUIPMENT DATED 3 
OCTOBER 1994 (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-11-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000167

PROJECT NOTE 21 - RISK ASSESSMENT RESULTS OF 
THE OUs 3 & 4 BACKGROUND METALS ANALYSIS THAT 
WILL ASSIST EPA IN PERFORMING THE ECOLOGICAL 
RISK ASSESSMENT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-14-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000609 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

FINAL REMOVAL ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR THE 
PESTICIDE STORAGE AND WASHOUT AREA

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-25-1994
REPORT
5

AR_M62204_000333 CAOC 00002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 61 - PRELIMINARY PHASE 2 WORK 
PLAN DATA QUALITY OBJECTIVES, GUIDES 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE WORK PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-25-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000463 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

"MCLB STUDIES WAYS TO CLEAN UP WATER ON BASE" YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

10-27-1994
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001886

COMMUNITY UPDATE, ISSUE # 1, "ENVIRONMENTAL 
CLEANUP ACTIVITIES CONTINUE"

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-01-1994
FACT SHEET
6

AR_M62204_001890
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PROJECT NOTE 63 - OU 6, CAOC 10 SODIUM VALVE 
DISPOSAL SITE, PROVIDES THE RESULTS OF 
ADDITIONAL SCOPING

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-03-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001587 CAOC 00010
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 60 - RESPONSE TO EPA & DTSC 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RATIONALE FOR 
ELIMINATION FROM FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF 
SPECIFIC GEOPHYSICAL ANOMALIES OUs 5 & 6, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 20, DATED 6/24/94

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001384 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LETTER REGARDING DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EPA 
DEVELOPED AND EXISTING MCLB BARSTOW LISTS 
IDENTIFYING COMPOUNDS OF CONCERNS (SEE 
RECORD # 1073 - EPA REVIEW ON PROJECT NOTE 353, 
CHEMICALS OF CONCERN)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-09-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001236 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

CONFIRMATION LETTER REGARDING DISCUSSIONS 
BETWEEN STAFFS CONCERNING THE CONTINUATION 
OF COOPERATIVE WATER RESOURCES PROGRAM 
DURING THE 1995 FISCAL YEAR (OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO 
SEPTEMBER 30, 1995)

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
WATER RESOURCES DIVISION - 
SACRAMENTO, CA

11-14-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000788

REVIEW ON THE DRAFT CERCLA AREA OF CONCERN 
16, PHASE 1 REPORT, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 19, 
DATED AUGUST 1994

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-14-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001083 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005

PROJECT NOTE 62 - RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS 
DATED 09/01/94, ON THE REVISED DRAFT FINAL OUs 5 & 
6 FIELD SAMPLING WORK PLAN DATED 03/30/94, 
SPECIFICALLY GEOPHYSICAL ANOMALIES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-15-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001385 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00029
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 127 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BACKGROUND SOILS 
INVESTIGATION, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 23 -  EPA 
FINDS DOCUMENT ACCEPTABLE; HOWEVER, FURTHER 
CLARIFICATION & EXPLANATIONS SHOULD BE 
INCORPORATED

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-23-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001068 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW ON THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT PROJECT WORK 
PLAN, AIR SPARGING/VAPOR EXTRACTION REMOVAL 
ACTION PILOT STUDY FOR OU 6, CAOC 6

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-23-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001069 CAOC 00006
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT PROJECT WORK 
PLAN, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION & REMOVAL PILOT 
STUDY FOR OU 4, CAOC 2

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-23-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001070 CAOC 00002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

AGENDA FOR TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
MEETING OF 15 DECEMBER 1994

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-29-1994
MINUTES
2

AR_M62204_000862 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST PERMISSION TO CONDUCT EXPLORATORY 
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING AND INSTALLING WELL ON 
PRIVATE PROPERTY; AMEND RIGHT-OF-WAY 
RESERVATION CACA 31081 TO INCLUDE ACCESS TO 
THREE NEW WELLS

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-02-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000169 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTIFICATION OF NEW DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC 
SUBSTANCES CONTROL REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000943

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE 1 RI REPORT FOR OUS 
5 AND 6 AND DRAFT BACKGROUND SOIL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT, DATED 9/94, CONCURRENCY 
MAY BE CONTINGENT ON THE NAVY BEING ABLE TO 
PROVIDE REQUESTED DATA OR EXPLANATION

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-08-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
18

AR_M62204_001080 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00034
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO RIGHT-OF-WAY 
RESERVATION CACA 31081 [APPROVAL  OF 3 
ADDITIONAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS (Y15-
1, Y16-1 AND Y17-1) AND ACCESS TO ADJACENT PUBLIC 
LANDS]

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - 
BARSTOW, CA

12-12-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_000166 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW ON THE DRAFT PHASE 1 REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION FOR OUS 5 AND 6, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 22, DATED SEPTEMBER 1994

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-13-1994
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001067 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 69 - REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGERS 
MEETING NOTES HELD ON 14-15 DECEMBER 1994 RE: 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM, EE/CA, PILOT 
TEST RESULTS, OUS 3 & 4 STATUS UPDATE & FUTURE 
PLANNING, RFA & UST STATUS & FFA SCHEDULE 
UPDATE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

12-14-1994
MINUTES
11

AR_M62204_000664 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00034
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

COMMUNITY UPDATE NUMBER 2 - PUBLIC 
MEETING/OPEN HOUSE SCHEDULED ON 19 JANUARY 
1995 - GROUNDWATER CLEANUP PILOT TESTS 
CONTINUE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-01-1995
PUBLIC NOTICE
4

AR_M62204_001883 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO CONDUCT AQUIFER 
TESTS IN JANUARY 1995 (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000861 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

VIDEO TAPE OF IRP OPEN HOUSE/PUBLIC MEETING AT 
THE HOLIDAY INN

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-19-1995
MINUTES
1

AR_M62204_000022

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 129 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

"CLEANUP PROJECT EXPLAINED" YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

01-20-1995
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001885

PROJECT NOTE 22 - PCB CLEANUP GOAL & OUS 3 & 4 
FEASIBILITY STUDY, CONTAINS PROPOSED 
REMEDIATION FOR PCB IN SOIL

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

01-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000462 CAOC 00005
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 
REQUEST FOR INVOLVEMENT IN DOCUMENT REVIEW 
AND RELATED CAOCS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000860 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF AND NO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
BACKGROUND SOILS INVESTIGATION, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 23 (TM-23), DATED 26 SEPTEMBER 1994

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-25-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001064 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

"ENVIRONMENTAL BRANCH CONDUCTS 'OPEN HOUSE' 
TO EXPLAIN CLEANUP PROJECTS ABOARD MCLB"

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

01-26-1995
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001888

REVIEW ON OUS 5&6 DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING 
WORK PLAN FOR RI/FS, DATED JANUARY 1995, EPA 
CANNOT CONCUR UNTIL COMMENTS ARE ADDRESSED 
& RESOLVED FROM TECHNICAL MEMO 22, DTD 1/95; & 
CHEMICALS OF CONCERN ARE AGREED UPON BY THE 
TEAM

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-27-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001066 CAOC 00026
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

INTERNAL ANGECY REVIEW OF THE ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT; FINAL DECISION CANNOT BE MADE FOR 
ANY CAOC UNTIL AN ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
HAS BEEN COMPLETED; ATTACHMENT TO DTSC'S 
LETTER DATED 2/6/95

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA01-31-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001161
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REQUEST FOR IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL STATE 
CHEMICAL & LOCATION-SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR 
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
OUS 1 THROUGH 6

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-31-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001518 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

AGENCY REVIEW ON THE DRAFT PHASE 1 REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION FOR OUS 5 & 6, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 22, DATED 9/26/94

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
27

AR_M62204_001079 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF THE PHASE 1 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
FOR OUS 5 AND 6, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 22, 
DATED 9/26/95; ATTACHMENT TO DTSC'S LETTER 
DATED 2/24/95

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
27

AR_M62204_001162 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF DRAFT RI REPORT FOR OUS 3 & 4, DATED 
15 DECEMBER 1994, THE REPORT WAS REVIEWED FOR 
CONSISTENCY WITH CONCLUSIONS FROM TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDA 4 & 9

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_001078 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR 30-DAY EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTING 
REVIEW COMMENTS ON MCLB DOCUMENTS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001235 OU 0000001
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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GAC MAINTENANCE, SAMPLING & REPORTING, 
CONDUCTED MONTHLY OPERATION, PREVENTIVE 
MAINTENANCE, & SAMPLING FUNCTIONS ON 08-09 
FEBRUARY 1995; CONTAINS A SUMMARY OF 
ANALYTICAL DATA RESULTS OF EPA METHODS 502.2, 
415.1, & 150.1

YESAPPLIED REMEDIATION COMPANY02-16-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001487

RESPONSE FOR WRITTEN APPROVAL FOR THE 
CHANGE IN NORMAL OPERATIONS AT THE NEBO 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY IN ORDER TO 
CONDUCT AQUIFER TEST; RWQCB HAS NO 
OBJECTIONS TO CONDUCT PROPOSED TESTING; 
HOWEVER, REQUESTS AN INSPECTION PRIOR TO TEST

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-17-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_001720

COMPLETION OF TASK B1 (GEOLOGIC MAP OF YERMO 
ANNEX AND VICINITY), B2 (FAULT TRENCHING), AND A 
(DIRECT CURRENT RESINSITIVITY STUDY)

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
BRANCH OF WESTERN REGIONAL 
GEOLOGY - MENLO PARK, CA

02-22-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000165 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 33 - VALUE ENGINEERING WORKSHOP 
HELD ON 22-23 FEBRUARY 1995 REGARDING: 
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN PACKAGE FOR YERMO ANNEX 
REMEDIATION SYSTEM

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-22-1995
MINUTES
20

AR_M62204_000765 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF THE PHASE I REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
(RI) REPORT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001089 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF RWQCB COMMENTS ON NEBO 
AQUIFER TEST, RESPONSE TO 1/6/95 
CORRESPONDENCE (W/O ATTACHMENTS)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001234 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 14 - RESPONSES TO US EPA (DATED 
10/05/94), DTSC & RWQCB COMMENTS (DATED 11/14/94) 
RE: PHASE 1 REPORT OU 5 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
19 (TM-0019)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001397 CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
OU 0000005
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PROJECT NOTE 77 - RESPONSES TO EPA (DATED 
12/13/94) & DTSC (DATED 11/29/94 & 12/08/94) 
COMMENTS RE: DRAFT PHASE 1 REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION OUs 5 & 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-10-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
70

AR_M62204_001393 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00028
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW ON THE RI REPORT FOR OUS 3 AND 4 DATED 
DECEMBEG 1994; COMMENTS ON ARARS, 
CLASSIFICATION OF WASTE, WATER QUALITY DATA, 
CORRECTIVE ACTION, CHAPTER 15 APPLICABILITY, 
SOIL INVESTIGATION, & RECOMMENDS CAOC 20 BE 
INCLUDED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-13-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001090 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 78 - CONSOLIDATED RESPONSES TO 
EPA, DTSC, & CRWQCB COMMENTS RE: DRAFT 
BACKGROUND SOIL INVESTIGATION TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM TM-0023

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001392
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LETTER REGARDING THE AGREEMENT ON THE 30-DAY 
EXTENSION REQUEST FOR THE COMMENT PERIOD ON 
THE OUS 3 & 4 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001743 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW ON THE DRAFT ENGINEERING 
EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS FOR OU 1, YERMO 
ANNEX (2 VOLS); FINDS THE DOCUMENT GENERALLY 
ACCEPTABLE; HOWEVER, THERE ARE SOME 
INCONSISTENCIES IN THE APPENDICES THAT REQUIRE 
CLARIFICATION OR REVISION

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001084 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
REPORT FOR OUS 3 AND 4 DATED 15 DECEMBER 1994; 
FINDS THE REPORT REQUIRES ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION ON PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS & 
REPORTS FOR DTSC'S APPROVAL

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
38

AR_M62204_001091 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 7 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
INVESTIGATION CONDUCTED IN 1992 AT MCLB; 
REVISED TARGET CARCINOGENIC RISK LEVELS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000043

APPROVAL OF THE NAVY'S REQUEST TO APPLY A 30-
DAY EXTENSION TO ALL REMAINING DELIVERABLES

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001749 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO LETTER OF MARCH 15, 1995 
REQUESTING FOR A 30 DAY EXTENSION FOR ALL 
OPERABLE UNITS 3 AND 4 DELIVERABLES SUBJECT TO 
THE FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001774 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR CAOC 23 
(LANDFILL AREA) - LANDFILL COVER ALTERNATIVES

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-22-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001120 CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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PROJECT NOTE 6 - SUMMARY OF FIELD ACTIVITIES 
CONDUCTED IN JUNE 1994 FOR RFA SAMPLING VISIT 
PHASE I TASKS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-23-1995
REPORT
111

AR_M62204_001511

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS REGARDING THE DRAFT 
BACKGROUND SOIL INVESTIGATION TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM, TM-23

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA03-30-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000785

PROPOSAL FOR EXTENSION FOR ALL REMAINING 
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT SUBMITTALS FOR 
OPERABLE UNIT'S (OU'S) 3 AND 4

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000784 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF MARCH 22, 1995 MEMO FROM 
RWQCB ON LINER ALTERNATIVES FOR CAOC 23

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000859 CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF LANDFILL COVER ALTERNATIVES FOR 
CAOC 23 PRESENTED DURING 03/16-17/95 REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGERS' MEETING

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001093 CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

SUBMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL BACKGROUND SOIL 
INVESTIGATION TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM, TM-23

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-10-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000938

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENGINEERING 
EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS FOR OU 1 REMOVAL 
ACTION (PRIMARY REVIEW OF GEOLOGICAL PORTION)

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA04-10-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001156 OU 0000001

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT 
EXPLORATORY GROUNDWATER SAMPLING AND 
INSTALLING WELL ON PRIVATE PROPERTY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000174 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR RE-EVALUATION OF FUNDING PLANS 
AND JUSTIFICATION FOR NOT PROVIDING FUNDING IN 
FY 95 FOR OU1 CLEANUP

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-13-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000944 OU 0000001
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EE/CA FOR OU 1, DATED 
01/17/95 & THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT CONCEPTUAL 
DESIGNS DATED 14 MAY 1995; FINDS IT MAY NOT BE 
SUITABLE AS THE FINAL REMEDIAL SOLUTION, EE/CA 
SHOULD BE CORRECTED TO INCLUDE A CORRECTIVE 
ACTION PROGRAM

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-13-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
48

AR_M62204_001085 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001

PROPOSED REMOVAL ACTION FOR OU 1; CONCERNS 
WITH SIGNIFICANT DELAYS IN THE REMOVAL ACTION 
FOR OU 1 MAY RESULT IN ADVERSE IMPACTS TO 
DOWNGRADIENT RECEPTORS (WATER SUPPLY WELLS)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-13-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001738 OU 0000001

RESPONSE TO LETTER DATED APRIL 6, 1995 
REQUESTING A TIME EXTENSION FOR ALL REMAINING 
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA) SUBMITTALS 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS 3 AND 4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-17-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001739 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

APPROVAL OF MARCH 15, 1995 LETTER REQUESTING A 
30-DAY EXTENSION FOR REMAINING RI/FS 
DELIVERABLES

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-18-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000211 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 30 - EVALUATION OF IMPACT TO BASE 
WELL #4 BY THE PROPOSED INFILTRATION GALLERY 
OPERATION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-19-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000407

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RI FOR OUS 3 AND 4, DATED 15 
DECEMBER 1995

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-20-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001094 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 87 - BACKGROUND METALS SOIL 
ANALYTICAL RESULTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

04-20-1995
ANALYTICAL DATA
59

AR_M62204_001498
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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING 
ARARS AFFECTING THE PROPOSED UPCOMING 
CERCLA ACTIONS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
34

AR_M62204_000210 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00034
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT 
EXPLORATORY GROUNDWATER SAMPLING AND 
INSTALLING WELL ON PRIVATE PROPERTY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-25-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000173 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDA FOR 
THE NEBO PILOT STUDIES

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-25-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000937

REVIEW ON THE DRAFT EE/CA FOR OU 1, DATED 17 
JANUARY 1995; RECOMMEND THE DRAFT BE 
APPROVED WITH MINOR CHANGES

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-25-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
55

AR_M62204_001086 OU 0000001

APPROVAL OF THE NAVY REQUEST DATED 04/06/95 
PROPOSING AN EXTENSION OF ALL REMAINING 
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA) SUBMITTALS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-25-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001741 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO THE REQUEST FOR APPROVAL FOR 
THREE NEW MONITORING WELLS AND ACCESS ROADS 
ON BLM PROPERTY

YESCOUNTY SURVEYOR - SAN 
BERNARDINO, CA

04-27-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001476 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FOLLOW-UP TO COMMENTS DISCUSSED AT NAVAL 
FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND RESTORATION 
PROGRAM MEETING

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-28-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001277 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

DIRECTION ON FUNDING FOR MCLB OU'S AND 
RECOMMENDATION OF ENFORCEMENT ACTION IF 
SCHEDULE NOT CONSISTENT WITH FFA SCHEDULE

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-28-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001329 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

INTERNAL REVIEW OF THE CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL 
CONCERN AS IDENTIFIED IN TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 0027; ATTACHMENT TO DTSC'S LETTER 
DATED 5/12/95

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA05-03-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001124

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE 1 ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT, DATED MARCH 01, 1995; ATTACHMENT 
TO DTSC'S LETTER DATED 12 MAY 1995

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA05-04-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001155

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 138 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS: REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORTS - SAMPLE TABLE FORMATS 
ATTACHED

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-05-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000212 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

INTERNAL MEMORANUM RE: THE NEED TO INCLUDE 
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULT TABLES IN 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORTS FOR OUs 1 
THROUGH 6

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-05-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001122 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

INTERNAL AGENCY RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT & APPROPRIATE 
REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) FOR RADIONUCLIDES FOR 
MCLB

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES - SACRAMENTO, CA

05-05-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_001520
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PROJECT NOTE 84 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM 
EPA, DTSC, & RWQCB ON THE DRAFT PHASE 1 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
22

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-09-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
63

AR_M62204_001391 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00033
CAOC 00035
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 30 - STRATUM-SPECIFIC CONTAMINANT 
DISTRIBUTION TABLES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-11-1995
REPORT
100

AR_M62204_001589 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 140 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE II 
FIELD SAMPLING WORK PLAN

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA05-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000942 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT IDENTIFICATION OF 
CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN, TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM 27, DATED 10 MARCH 1995; HAS 
DECIDED NOT TO PURSUE REVISIONS TO THE 
CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA05-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001123

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY 
WORK PLAN; AGENCIES WILL NOT PROVIDE 

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA05-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001125 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE I ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 1155)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA05-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001131

CONCERN ABOUT IMPACT OF REDUCTIONS IN DOD 
CLEANUP PROGRAM FOR FY 1995 AND FUTURE

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA05-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000164 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT 
EXPLORATORY GROUNDWATER SAMPLING ON 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT PROPERTY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-17-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000172 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE USER'S GUIDE & 
DELIVERY OF UPDATE 7

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-18-1995
OTHER
101

AR_M62204_000918

PROJECT NOTE 39 - DESCRIPTION & RATIONALE FOR 
ADDITIONAL FIELD WORK ON OUs 1 & 2

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-30-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000517 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO LETTER DATED 04/13/95 EXPRESSING 
CONCERN OVER THE DELAYS IN STARTING REMOVAL 
ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-30-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001742 OU 0000001
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THE NAVY AGREES WITH RWQCB'S SUGGESTION TO 
RESAMPLE THE TWO DOWNGRADIENT WELLS AT OU 1 
REMOVAL ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-30-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001759 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 0027 
IDENTIFICATION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL 
CONCERN, DATED 3/10/95; REQUESTS APPROACH FOR 
ADDRESSING THE NEED TO SAMPLE FOR 
CHLOROFLUOROCARBONS & ETHYLENE GLYCOL

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-31-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001127

REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 31, BACKGROUND WATER 
QUALITY DETERMINATION; US EPA DOES NOT CONCUR 
WITH CONCLUSIONS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-31-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001128 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF PROJECT 30 DATED 11 MAY 1995, ON THE 
STRATUM-SPECIFIC CONTAMINANT DISTRIBUTION 
TABLES FOR SOIL CHEMISTRY ANALYTICAL DATA FOR 
CAOCS IN OUS 3 & 4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-31-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001133 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF REVISION 1 - MINUTES OF REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGERS (RPM) MEETING HELD 17 AND 18 
MAY 1995

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-02-1995
MINUTES
10

AR_M62204_000858 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING 
WORK PLAN REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY 
STUDY FOR OPERABLE UNITS 5 AND 6, DATED 17 
JANUARY 1995; WITH RECOMMENDATION FOR 
SAMPLING ADJACENT TO CAOC 7

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-05-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001126 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR APPLICABLE OR 
RELEVANT & APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) 
{W/ATTACHMENT}

YESCALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
FISH AND GAME - SACRAMENTO, 
CA

06-05-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
42

AR_M62204_001521 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 32 - RESPONSE TO RWQCB'S 
COMMENTS ON EFFECTS OF GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION AT CAOC 26, OU 1 DRAFT 
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-08-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001396 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000005

FINAL CONCEPTUAL DESIGN & COST ESTIMATE FOR 
YERMO ANNEX, REMEDIATION SYSTEMS, REVISION 1

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-09-1995
REPORT
243

AR_M62204_000408 OU 0000001

PROJECT NOTE 43 - REVISION #1 TO PROJECT NOTE 39 
DATED 5/30/95; DESCRIPTION & RATIONALE FOR 
ADDITIONAL FIELD WORK FOR OUs 1 & 2

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000521 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 31, BACKGROUND WATER 
QUALITY DETERMINATION AT OU 1; ATTACHMENT TO 
DTSC'S LETTER DATED 14 JUNE 1995

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001134 OU 0000001
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INTERNAL REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 31, DATED 4/4/95 YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA06-13-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001136 OU 0000001

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 
AND COST ESTIMATE FOR YERMO ANNEX 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS (W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000412 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 31, BACKGROUND WATER 
QUALITY DETERMINATION AT OU 1

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001129 OU 0000001

INTERNAL REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 31, 
BACKGROUND WATER QUALITY DETERMINATION AT 
OU 1, DATED 4/5/95

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001135 OU 0000001

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR APPLICABLE OR 
RELEVANT & APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

YESCALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 
MANAGEMENT BOARD - 
SACRAMENTO, CA

06-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001522

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR APPLICABLE OR 
RELEVANT & APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-19-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001523 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF INFORMATION REGARDING 
POTENTIAL RELEASE FROM SOLID WASTE 
MANAGEMENT UNITS (SWMUS) [W/ENCLOSURE]

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000813

PROJECT NOTE 28 - RESPONSE TO EPA & DTSC'S 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
FOR OUs 3 & 4 (DATED 12/15/94)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
166

AR_M62204_001403 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

LETTER REGARDING REVIEW OF DRAFT 
IDENTIFICATION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL 
CONCERN, TM-027 WAS RECEIVED; RESPONSE TO 
COMMENT WITHIN THE 60 DAYS REQUIREMENT OF THE 
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT WILL BE COMPLETE

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-29-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000179 OU 0000007
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REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 84, RESPONSE TO AGENCY 
COMMENTS ON OUS 5 AND 6 DRAFT PHASE 1 RI 
REPORT (TM 22), & DRAFT FINAL BACKGROUND SOILS 
INVESTIGATION (TM 23)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-29-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001087 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 
& 4, DATED 15 JUNE 1995 & PROJECT NOTE 28, DATED 
21 JUNE 1995; THIS DOCUMENT IS AN ATTACHMENT TO 
DTSC'S LETTER DATED 4 AUGUST 1995

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-03-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001088 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST AND APPROVAL TO CONDUCT 
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING TO EVALUATE QUALITY OF 
GROUNDWATER IN OFF-BASE WELLS NEAR MCLB 
FROM AUGUST 15 THRU SEPTEMBER 30, 1995

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000170 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING CONDUCT OF GROUNDWATER 
SAMPLING TO EVALUATE QUALITY OF GROUNDWATER 
IN OFF-BASE WELLS NEAR MCLB FROM AUGUST 15 
THRU SEPTEMBER 30, 1995

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000171 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE OU 1 PRELIMINARY DRAFT FINAL 
ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS, DATED 9 
JUNE 1995

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001113 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 
AND 4, DATED 15 JUNE 1995; WITH THE EXCEPTION OF 
TWO MAJOR CONCERNS, EPA CONCURS WITH 
FINDINGS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-17-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001103 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN, 
DATED 23 MAY 1995

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-18-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001119

NOTIFICATION OF THE DISCOVERY OF CONTAMINANTS 
IN AN OFF-BASE MONITORING WELL (Y15-1) EAST OF 
YERMO ANNEX; CONTAINS MAP

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001758 OU 0000001
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PROJECT NOTE 92 - RESPONSE TO US EPA'S 
COMMENTS DATED 01/27/95 & 6/5/95, RE: DRAFT PHASE 
2 FIELD SAMPLING WORK PLAN FOR OUs 5 & 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_001394 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00026
OU 0000003
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 91 - TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR THE 
DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OUs 5 
& 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
38

AR_M62204_001620 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 89 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM 
DTSC (DATED 3/10/95) & US EPA (DATED 3/10/95) RE: 
DRAFT IDENTIFICATION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL 
CONCERN TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 0027

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-25-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_001395 CAOC 00012
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00032
OU 0000003
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

"OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL NEAR 
YERMO ANNEX REVEALS CONTAMINATION" FOR OU 1

YESMCLB BARSTOW TODAY - 
BARSTOW, CA

07-27-1995
PUBLIC NOTICE
8

AR_M62204_001892 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN, 
DATED 23 MAY 1995; DOCUMENT FOUND TO BE 
THOROUGH HOWEVER TWO SUGGESTIONS PROVIDED 
FOR IMPROVEMENT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-31-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001158

"MORE WATER POLLUTION FOUND NEAR YERMO" OU 1 YESBARSTOW DESERT DISPATCH - 
BARSTOW, CA

07-31-1995
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001891 OU 0000001

COMMUNITY UPDATE NUMBER 3 - FURTHER TESTING 
CONDUCTED

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-01-1995
FACT SHEET
6

AR_M62204_001893 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00032
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RESULTS OF WATER SAMPLES SHOW THAT VOLATILE 
ORGANIC COMPOUNDS FOUND IN THE WATER ARE 
SLIGHTLY BELOW, OR AT THE MCLs FOR DRINKING 
WATER; WILL CONTINUE TO MONITOR THE WELL

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-02-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001616 OU 0000001

"CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN YERMO WELL" OU 1 YESVICTORVILLE DAILY PRESS - 
VICTORVILLE, CA

08-03-1995
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001894 OU 0000001

"TWO YERMO RESIDENTIAL WELLS INVESTIGATED FOR 
CONTAMINATION WERE DISCOVERED TO CONTAIN 
TRACES OF CLEANING SOLVENTS"

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-03-1995
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_001895 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 
AND 4, DATED 15 JUNE 1995

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-04-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001118 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE AMENDMENT TO OUS 3 AND 4 DRAFT 
FINAL PHASE 2 FIELD SAMPLING WORK PLAN, 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 0010, DATED MARCH 1995

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-08-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001115 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE FOR ADDITIONAL FIELD 
WORK FOR THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-09-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000917 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
PROJECT NOTE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-10-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001116

REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 91, TABLE OF CONTENTS 
FOR THE DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 
FOR OUS 5 AND 6

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-10-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001117 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 50 - SITE VISIT, SPECIFICALLY 
NOTIFICATION OF GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS 
(WELL Y15-1) TO PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNERS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-10-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001590
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REVIEW OF DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 
FOR OUS 1 AND 2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001109 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR LANDFILL 
AREA, STRATUM 2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-14-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001111 CAOC 00023
OU 0000003

REVIEW OF THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OUS 1 AND 2, DATED 15 
JUNE 1995

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001114 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 
FOR OUS 3 AND 4, CAOC 23

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001159 CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION WILL BEGIN 
AUGUST 28, 1995 BASED ON PREVIOUS SIGNED ENTRY 
PERMIT (W/O ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA08-18-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001475 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
PHASE 2A FIELD SAMPLING WORK PLAN FOR OUS 3 
AND 4

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA08-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001112 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON MCLB COMMUNITY UPDATE NUMBER 3 YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-23-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001268 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00032

INTERNAL REVIEW OF THE GEOPHYSICAL ASPECTS OF 
MCLB OUs 1 & 2 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT, 
DATED 06/15/95

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001108 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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14TH REVISION OF THE MANDATORY MAILING LIST; 
CONTAINS NAMES & ADDRESSES OF LOCAL AGENCIES, 
DTSC CONTACTS, FEDERAL FACILITIES, ELECTED 
OFFICIALS, & MEDIA

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001813

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PROJECT NOTE FOR MCLB 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS ON GROUNDWATER METALS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-28-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001105 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF OUS 1 AND 2 DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT, DATED 06/15/95

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-28-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001107 CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY 
STUDY REPORT, LANDFILL AREA

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-28-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001110 CAOC 00023
OU 0000003

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 
FOR OU's 3 AND 4

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-28-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001267 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AND 
APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT & APPROPRIATE 
REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

YESCALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 
MANAGEMENT BOARD - 
SACRAMENTO, CA

08-29-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001524 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

MEMO TRANSMITTING COPY OF SECOND DRAFT OF 
PHASE ONE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT (LETTER 
RECEIVED IN RESTORATION RECORDS FILE W/O 
ENCLOSURE)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-05-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001418
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PROJECT NOTE 38 - REVISION 1, REVISED PAGES TO 
THE DRAFT FINAL OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 & 4 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT DATED 15 JUNE 
1995

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-11-1995
REPORT
77

AR_M62204_001595 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TECHNICAL ISSUES RAISED BY EPA COMMENTS ON 
OU1 AND OU2 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000867 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL ENGINEERING 
EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS (EE/CA) REPORT FOR 
OPERABLE UNIT 1, DATED 14 AUGUST 1995

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-16-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001416 OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER METAL 
ANALYTICAL DATA - TABLES PROVIDES AT THE 26-27 
JULY 1995 REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER (RPM) 
MEETING

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-16-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001417

COMMENTS ON DRAFT REMOVAL ACTION MEMO FOR 
MCLB OU 1, DATED 7 SEPTEMBER 1995

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-18-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001255 OU 0000001

PROJECT NOTE 58 - EFFLUENT DISCHARGE 
MONITORING PROCEDURES FOR THE  YERMO 
GROUNDWATER REMOVAL ACTION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-19-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_000375 OU 0000001

PROJECT NOTE 48 - PROPOSED CLEANUP LEVELS FOR 
REMEDIATION OF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION, 
OUs 1 & 2 DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY TABLE OF 
CONTENTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-19-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001596 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ON-SCENE COORDINATOR REPORT FOR REMOVAL 
ACTION

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000209 CAOC 00034
OU 0000001
OU 0000003

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMOVAL ACTION SITE 
CLOSEOUT REPORT, DATED 18 AUGUST 1995 - 
REQUIRES NO FURTHER REMOVAL ACTION UPON 
RECEIVING ON-SCENE COORDINATOR'S REPORT FOR 
REMOVAL ACTION FOR OU 3 (SEE RECORD #2159 - SITE 
CLOSEOUT REPORT)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001102 CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
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TEST RESULTS FROM WATER SAMPLES; TRACE 
AMOUNTS FOUND BUT ARE NOT CONSIDERED 
HAZARDOUS TO HUMAN HEALTH

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-22-1995
REPORT
37

AR_M62204_001614 OU 0000001

TEST RESULTS FROM WATER SAMPLES; TRACE 
AMOUNTS FOUND BUT ARE NOT CONSIDERED 
HAZARDOUS TO HUMAN HEALTH

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-22-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
29

AR_M62204_001615 OU 0000001

FINAL NOTIFICATION OF REMOVAL ACTION AT THE 
PESTICIDE STORAGE AND WASHOUT AREA

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-05-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_000326 CAOC 00002
OU 0000004

CONCURRENCE OF THE ON-SCENE COORDINATOR 
(OSC) REPORT FOR POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYL 
(PCB) STORAGE AREA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000360 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF COLLABORATIVE REVIEW COPY (SECTION 
6.0 FOR CAOC 20), SECOND HAZARDOUS AND LOW-
LEVEL RADIOLOGICAL AREA; SUGGESTS ALTERNATIVE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001100

COMMENTS ON EPA REVIEW OF COLLABORATIVE 
REVIEW COPY CAOC 20 SECON HAZARDOUD AN LOW-
LEVEL RADIOLOGICAL AREA

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001415 CAOC 00020

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY 
STUDY FOR OUS 3 & 4, CAOC 20, & STRATA #1 
(INACTIVE LOW LEVEL RADIOLOGICAL LANDFILL SITE) 
& 2 (INACTIVE UNCLASSIFIED SOLID WASTE LANDFILL), 
DATED 9/11/95

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001101 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON OUs 3 AND 4 DRAFT FS CAOC 20 
INACTIVE LOW LEVEL RADIOLOGICAL LANDFILL SITE 
AND STRATUM NO. 2 INACTIVE UNCLASSIFIED

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-12-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001414 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMPLETE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND FROM THE DAY 
CONTAMINATION WAS DETECTED TO THE 
INSTALLATION OF WATER FILTRATION UNITS WERE 
INSTALLED ON THE TWO PRIVATE PROPERTIES

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-13-1995
REPORT
81

AR_M62204_000136
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REVIEW OF THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT FEASIBILITY 
STUDY ADDENDUM FOR OU 3, CAOC 20 (2ND 
HAZARDOUS & LOW-LEVEL RADIOLOGICAL STORAGE 
AREA)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-13-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001095 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003

REVISIONS 1 PAGES TO DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OUs 3 AND 4

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-13-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_001413 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR A 5 WORKING DAY EXTENSION TO THE 
COMMENT PERIOD FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY DRAFT 
FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-16-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000194 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

DETERMINATION THAT ADDITIONAL EVALUATIONS 
AND/OR INVESTIGATIONS ARE REQUIRED TO FURTHER 
CHARACTERIZE THE SITE IN ORDER TO EVALUATE A 
PROPER REMEDIAL ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-16-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000783 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REMOVAL OF CAOC 21 FROM OUs 3/4 AND 
REPLACEMENT IN OUs 5/6

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-16-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001769 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 62 - EVALUATION OF METALS IN 
GROUNDWATER; PRESENTS THE APPROACH THAT 
WILL BE FOLLOWED

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-18-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000518

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RI/FS REPORT FOR OU 1 AND 2 
DATED 15 AUGUST 1995

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-23-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001152 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 98 - RESPONSE TO EPA & DTSC'S 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
PLAN, DATED 05/24/95

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001400

PROJECT NOTE 40 - RESPONSE TO EPA'S COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT FINAL OU 1 ENGINEERING 
EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS DATED 09/15/95

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-24-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001401 OU 0000001
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PROJECT NOTE 41 - RESPONSE TO EPA & DTSC'S 
COMMENTS ON THE AMENDMENT TO THE DRAFT FINAL 
PHASE 2 SAMPLING & ANALYSIS PLAN (PROJECT NOTE 
32) DATED 07/21/95

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-26-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001402

REVIEW OF THE PHASE 1 ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT, 2ND DRAFT DATED 5 SEPTEMBER 1995

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-27-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001153

PROJECT NOTE 56 - RESPONSE EPA'S COMMENTS 
DATED 08/15/95, RWQCB'S COMMENTS DATED 08/14/95, 
& DTSC'S COMMENTS DATED 06/15/96 & 08/24/95, ON 
THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR Ous 1&2, 
DATED 06/15/95

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-30-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
59

AR_M62204_001398 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 10 - RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT 
SAMPLING VISIT PHASE 1 SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

10-30-1995
REPORT
302

AR_M62204_001501 OU 0000007

FINAL ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR REMOVAL ACTION 
AT PRIVATE RESIDENCES DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY 
WELLS LOCATED EAST OF THE YERMO ANNEX, TIME 
CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-31-1995
REPORT
21

AR_M62204_000327 OU 0000001
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REVIEW OF DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT FOR 
OUs 1 & 2

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-01-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001098 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 35 - RESPONSE TO DTSC & RWQCB'S 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR 
CAOCs 23 & 20

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
66

AR_M62204_001399 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003

PROJECT NOTE 63 - DISCUSSION OF THE EFFECTS OF 
METALS ON THE YERMO GROUNDWATER TREATMENT 
SYSTEM AT YERMO ANNEX

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-06-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001597 OU 0000001

16TH REVISION OF THE MANDATORY MAILING LIST; 
CONTAINS NAMES & ADDRESSES OF LOCAL AGENCIES, 
INTERESTED ORGANIZATIONS, DTSC CONTACTS, & 
FEDERAL FACILITIES

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA11-07-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001814

REQUEST FOR DELAY ON CONCURRENCE OF DRAFT 
FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION FOR OUS 1 AND 2, 
DATED 10/31/95

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-08-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001746 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO JEG'S REQUEST, DATED 10/16/95, 
TRANSFERRING CAOC 21 FROM OU 3 TO OU 5; DTSC 
AGREES TO PURSUE TRANSFER

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-08-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001747 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

REQUESTS DELAY ON CONCURRENCE OF DRAFT FINAL 
FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR OUS 3 & 4, DATED 30 
OCTOBER 1995, CAOCS 20 & 23

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-08-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001748 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF PROJECT NOTE 40, RESPONSE TO EPA'S 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL EE/CA; CONCERNED 
WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF A CONTINGENCY 
REMEDIATION PLAN, FAILS TO PRESENT ADEQUATE 
MEASURES FOR METALS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001150

REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION FOR ALL REMAINING 
FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT SUBMITTALS OF 
OUS 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001755 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION FOR ALL THE 
REMAINING FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT 
SUBMITTALS FOR OUS 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001757 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENDS THE EXCELLENT WORK PERFORMED BY 
NFEC IN THE RAPID EXECUTION OF A TIME-CRITICAL 
REMOVAL ACTION FOR OU 1

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001760 OU 0000001

PROPOSAL TO EXTEND ALL REMAINING DELIVERABLES 
IN THE FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT FOR OUs 1 & 
2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-15-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_001761 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

EVALUATED ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR OU 3, CAOC 21 
(INDUSTRIAL WASTE DISPOSAL AREA), PHASE 2 
SAMPLING

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

11-20-1995
REPORT
115

AR_M62204_001500 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
PLAN DATED 25 OCTOBER 1995; LISTS MINOR 
CHANGES THAT NEED TO BE INCORPORATED INTO 
THE FINAL VERSION BEFORE IT CAN BE APPROVED

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-21-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001149

PROJECT NOTE 80 - NEW TEXT REGARDING: 
PROTECTIVENESS OF RESIDUAL RISKS; RESPONSE TO 
ACTION ITEM #11 FROM THE 12/5-6/95 REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGERS' MEETING

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-22-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000773 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO NFEC'S REQUEST TO EXTENDING ALL 
REMAINING FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
SUBMITTALS FOR OUs 1 & 2; WILL DETERMINE DATES 
PROPOSED AFTER THE RPM'S MEETING ON 12/5-6/95

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-27-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001753 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE RESPONSE TO EPA'S COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT FOR 
OUs 3 & 4, CAOCs 20 & 23; DOCUMENT ADEQUATELY 
ADDRESSES CONCERNS & IS ACCEPTABLE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-29-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001148 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 39 - ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF OU 3, 
PHASE 2A SOIL SAMPLING, CAOC 21 (INDUSTRIAL 
WASTE DISPOSAL AREA)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

11-29-1995
ANALYTICAL DATA
159

AR_M62204_001499 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
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LETTER REGARDING THE TRANSFER OF CAOC 21 
FROM OU 3 TO OU 5; CHANGE WILL ALLOW OU 3 TO 
REMAIN ON SCHEDULE & NOT CREATE ADVERSE 
EFFECT THRU THE DELAY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-29-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001752 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

LETTER INFORMING THAT U.S. EPA COMMENTS ON THE 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION FOR OUS 1 & 2 WILL 
FOLLOW THE 5-6 DECEMBER 1995 REMEDIAL PROJECT 
MANAGERS MEETING

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-30-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001147 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO NFEC'S REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION 
OF THE FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT REMAINING 
SUBMITTALS OF OUs 1 & 2; EXTENSION IS GRANTED

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-30-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001751 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 104 - TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
MEETING NOTES CONDUCTED ON 12/5/95

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

12-05-1995
MINUTES
55

AR_M62204_001823 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

TENTATIVE AMENDMENT TO WASTE DISCHARGE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR YERMO ANNEX DOMESTIC 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILTIY; BOARD ORDERS 
#6-94-24A1 & 6-94-29

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-13-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
34

AR_M62204_000145 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR OUS 3 AND 4 YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-18-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001146 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 42 - FATE & TRANSPORT ANALYSES 
FOR CAOC 20

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

12-18-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
23

AR_M62204_001612 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OUS 1 AND 2; 
GENERALLY ACCEPTS THE REPORT; DTSC WILL 
REQUIRE SAMPLING OF THE MONITORING WELLS 
AROUND THE CONTAMINATION ZONES FOR YERMO & 
NEBO TO DETERMINE CLEANUP EFFECTIVENESS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-19-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001145 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OUS 1 AND 2; APPROVAL 
IS CONTINGENT ON MONITORING OF GROUNDWATER

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-20-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_001143 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR 
OUS 3 AND 4; CONCURS WITH INFORMATION & MCLB 
HAS RESOLVED OUTSTANDING ISSUES CONCERNING 
THE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-20-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001144 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN FOR OUS 3 
AND 4; COMMENTS SUBMITTED CONCERN THE 
LANGUAGE, COMMUNICATION, & FORMAT OF THE 
DOCUMENT & DOES NOT ENDORSE OR DENY THE 
PLAN; NEGOTIATIONS WILL CONTINUE TOWARD A 
CONSENSUS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-22-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
18

AR_M62204_001141 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO NFEC'S REQUEST FOR A TIME 
EXTENSION TO THE FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
FOR OUs 1 & 2; DOES NOT AGREE TO THE PROPOSED 
13 MONTHS EXTENSION AT THIS TIME

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-22-1995
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001750

FINAL CONSTRUCTION PLAN FOR GROUNDWATER 
EXTRACTION & MONITORING WELLS; GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION & RECHARGE SYSTEM FOR OU 1 (DCN 
1068.0 IS PRELIMINARY DRAFT AND IS NOT REQUIRED 
FOR THE RECORD FILE)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

01-01-1996
REPORT
250

AR_M62204_000613 OU 0000001

FINAL CONSTRUCTION PLAN FOR GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEM (DCN 1196.0 IS PRELIMINARY 
DRAFT - NOT REQUIRED IN DATABASE)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

01-01-1996
REPORT
236

AR_M62204_000614 OU 0000001

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL 
FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-07-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
34

AR_M62204_001442 OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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REVIEW OF THE 65% DESIGN CAOC 26 REMEDIATION 
SYSTEM FOR OU 1; MAJOR CONCERN IS THE FAILURE 
OF THE SYSTEM TO ACTIVELY REMEDIATE EXISTING 
PCE CONTAMINATION IN THE VADOSE ZONE 
SURROUNDING BLDG 533

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-26-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001151 CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000005

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DENSE NON-AQUEOUS PHASE 
LIQUIDES (DNAPL) EVALUATION FOR CAOCS 6, 7, 23, 26, 
& 35 (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-26-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_001613 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LETTER REGARDING LOW LEVEL RADIOLOGICAL 
BURIAL SITE

YESNAVSEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 
DETACHMENT - YORKTOWN, VA

01-30-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000962 CAOC 00020

TRANSMITTAL OF REVISED PROJECT SCHEDULE FOR 
FFA DOCUMENTS

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-05-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000857 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PHASE ONE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-12-1996
REPORT
193

AR_M62204_002259

PROJECT NOTE 103 - RESPONSE TO DTSC'S 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS PLAN DATED 10/25/95

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-13-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001405

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FEDERAL FACILITIES 
AGREEMENT SCHEDULE UPDATE (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA02-14-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
65

AR_M62204_001763 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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PROJECT NOTE 79 - CONTRACT REQUIRED DETECTION 
LIMITS FOR VOCS IN GROUNDWATER; RESPONSE TO 
ACTION ITEM #17 FROM THE 12/95 MEETING; PROVIDES 
LIST OF CRDLS FOR VOCS ESTABLISHED IN THE 1994 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-16-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000558

PROJECT NOTE 82 - SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINANT FATE & TRANSPORT MODELING 
RESULTS FOR OUs 1 & 2

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-16-1996
REPORT
91

AR_M62204_001617 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT & DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY; 
NEED MORE JUSTIFICATION TO SUPPORT 
ALTERNATIVES FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU'S) 1 & 2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-21-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
47

AR_M62204_001137 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

26 FEBRUARY 1996 CRWQCB COMMENTS REVIEW 
MEETING ON OU1 AND 2 DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-26-1996
MINUTES
18

AR_M62204_001254 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF DRAFT PHASE I ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT, REVISION 3

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-27-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000208

REVIEW OF THE PHASE 1 ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT, DATED 28 DECEMBER 1995

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-27-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001140

US EPA PROPOSED GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
STRATEGY FOR METALS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-28-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000193

MEMORANDUM: PROPOSED GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING STRATEGY FOR METALS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-28-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000522
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COMMENTS ON THE SAMPLE COLLECTION & ANALYSIS 
PLAN OF THE SYSTEM START-UP & TESTING PLAN, 
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION & TREATMENT REMOVAL 
ACTION PILOT STUDY - WAREHOUSE 2, NEBO MAIN 
BASE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-28-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001139 OU 0000001

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY, 
DATED 30 OCTOBER 1995, & THE DRAFT PROPOSED 
PLAN, DATED 10/16/95

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001138 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON OUs 3 AND 4 DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY 
STUDY AND DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN, DATED OCTOBER 
30, 1995

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001410 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON NOVEMBER 1995 SYSTEM STARTUP 
AND TESTING PLAN FOR OU 2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-02-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001253 OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 43 - RESPONSE TO DHS' COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
REPORT FOR OUs 3 & 4, CAOC 20

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-04-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_001404 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 45 - STATUS OF FENCE LINE 
CONSTRUCTION AT CAOC 21; RESPONSE TO ACTION #3 
FROM THE 12/5-6/95 REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER 
(RPM) MEETING

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-04-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001611 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS FROM THE RWQCB LAHONTAN REGION ON 
THE DRAFT FINAL FS REPORT AND DRAFT PROPOSED 
PLAN, OUs 3 AND 4

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-05-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001409 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON FUNDING AND TARGETED SCHEDULES 
FOR COMPLETING SOME PROJECTS AT MCLB AND 
MCMWTC

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-22-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001252 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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PROJECT NOTE 89 - EVALUATION OF DENSE NON-
AQUEOUS PHASE LIQUIDS FOR CAOCs 6, 7, 23 26, & 35 
PREPARED BY EPA DATED 1/26/96

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-27-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001618 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR ALL FEDERAL FACILITY 
AGREEMENT (FFA) SUBMITTALS FOR OPERABLE UNITS 
(OU'S) 1, 2, 3 AND 4

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-02-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000899 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION OF ALL REMAINING 
FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT (FFA) SUBMITTALS 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU'S) 1, 2, 3 AND 4

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA04-02-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001779 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

FINAL ON-SITE COORDINATOR REPORT- TIME-CRITICAL 
REMOVAL ACTION AT PRIVATE RESIDENCES DOMESTIC 
WATER SUPPLY WELLS LOCATED EAST OF THE YERMO 
ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

04-04-1996
REPORT
47

AR_M62204_000334 OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON OU 2 NORTH NEBO PLUME GROUND 
WATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT REMOVAL 
ACTION PILOT STUDY

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-04-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001408 OU 0000002

FINAL CONSTRUCTION PLAN - INSTALLATION OF A 
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION, TREATMENT & 
RECHARGE SYSTEM

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

04-08-1996
REPORT
452

AR_M62204_000615 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
SITE 00026
SITE 00573

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR EXISTING FEDERAL 
FACILITY AGREEMENT FOR OUs 1, 2, 3, & 4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-11-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001776 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 161 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

RESPONSE TO LETTER DATED APRIL 2, 1996 
REQUESTING AN EXTENSION FOR ALL FEDERAL 
FACILITIES AGREEMENT (FFA) SUBMITTALS; DTSC 
AGREES TO THE SCHEDULE EXTENSIONS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-16-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001165 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 48 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM 
DTSC (DATED 12/22/95) & RWQCB (DATED 03/04/96) ON 
THE DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN FOR OUs 3 & 4, DATED 
10/13/95

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-26-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
26

AR_M62204_001407 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMUNITY RELATIONS UPDATE NUMBER 4 - 
GROUNDWATER UPDATE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-01-1996
FACT SHEET
7

AR_M62204_001896

AGENCY AGREEMENT TO TRANSFER CAOC 21 FROM 
OU 3 TO OU 5

YESMULTIPLE AGENCIES05-02-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000442 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000005

MINUTES OF REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGERS (RPM) 
MEETING HELD ON 7-8 MARCH 1996

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-07-1996
MINUTES
57

AR_M62204_001824 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CONCURRENCE REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN FOR OUs 3 AND 4

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA05-14-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001209 CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO LETTER DATED 02 APRIL 1996 
REQUESTING AN EXTENSION FOR ALL REMAINING 
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA) SUBMITTALS; 
CRWQCB HAS NO OBJECTIONS TO THE PROPOSED 
TIME EXTENSIONS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-22-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001208 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001166 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO AGENCIES COMMENTS ON THE OUS 1 
AND 2 DRAFT FS AND DRAFT FINAL RI REPORTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
107

AR_M62204_001423 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON OUS 1 AND 2 
DRAFT FS AND DRAFT FINAL RI REPORTS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
106

AR_M62204_001435 CAOC 00011
CAOC 00023
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FEDERAL FACILITIES ASSESSMENT DOCUMENT 
SCHEDULE EXTENSION CLARIFICATION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-06-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000900 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

LETTER REGARDING EXTENSION REQUEST: REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGER (RPM)  IS PRESENTLY ROUTING 
FOR SIGNATURE AN ADDENDUM TO THE FFA FOR THE 
SCHEDULE EXTENSION

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-06-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001778 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT UNDER CERCLA 
SECTION 120 ADMINISTRATIVE DOCKET NUMBER 90-41 
TRANSFERING CAOC 21 FROM OU 3 TO OU 5

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-07-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001167 CAOC 00021
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005

COMMENTS ON SEVEN UNDERGROUND STORAGE 
TANKS (UST) PROPOSED FOR CLEANUP UNDER THE 
UST PROGRAM

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-14-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001168 CAOC 00027

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING PLAN AS PRESENTED AT THE REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGERS MEETING OF MAY 29 AND 30, 1996

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-14-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001169 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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COMMENTS ON SEVEN UNDERGROUND STORAGE 
TANKS (UST) PROPOSED FOR CLEANUP UNDER THE 
UST PROGRAM

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-14-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_001207 CAOC 00021
CAOC 00027

FINAL INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM FOR 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-14-1996
REPORT
351

AR_M62204_002271

COMMENTS ON OU 7 DRAFT RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT REPORT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-19-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001295 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 14 - DISPOSITION OF 93 UST SITES 
INCLUDED IN THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-20-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000777 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-20-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001294 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

FINAL ON-SCENE COORDINATOR REPORT FOR THE 
TIME CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION THAT OCCURRED 
BETWEEN JULY 21, 1996 AND AUGUST 2, 1996 AT 2 
PRIVATE RESIDENCES DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY 
WELLS AT YERMO, CA: CROSS REFER# 9.1

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-24-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001651
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY OPERABLE UNITS 
5 AND 6

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-25-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
29

AR_M62204_001170 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMPLETE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE OU'S 5 
AND 6 DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-25-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
144

AR_M62204_001266 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO REVIEW COMMENTS ON SECTION 5, 
SAMPLE COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS PLAN OF THE 
SYSTEM START-UP AND TESTING PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-28-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001171

REVIEW OF RESPONSES FROM MCLB CONCERNING OU 
3 CAOC 20 STRATUM 1

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-03-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001172 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OUS 5 AND 6

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-08-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001293 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00026
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REQUEST FOR DELAY ON REVIEW OF DRAFT 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-10-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
26

AR_M62204_000195 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS (OU'S) 5 AND 6, DATED 22 APRIL 1996

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-10-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
43

AR_M62204_001173 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00033
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

USEPA REQUEST FOR EXTENSION TO THE COMMENT 
PERIOD FOR DRAFT RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-12-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000192
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PROJECT NOTE 103 - PILOT STUDY MONITORING PLAN 
DNA SCHEDULE, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION 
SYSTEM NEBO NORTHERN PLUME (NRF-1)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-12-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_000881 OU 0000002

CRWQCB PARTIAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
RFA REPORT DATED 30 APRIL 1996

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-12-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001422

COMMENTS ON OU 5 AND 6 DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-16-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001174 CAOC 00016
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

US EPA AUTHORITY TO APPROVE NON-TIME CRITICAL 
REMOVAL ACTION SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLANS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-25-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000196

COMMENTS ON REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY 
STUDY DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT OU 1 
AND 2

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-25-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001175 CAOC 00016
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL FS REPORT OUS 1 AND 2; 
AND OUS 5 AND 6

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-25-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
19

AR_M62204_001176 CAOC 00016
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROJECT NOTE 102 - REGARDING OPERABLE UNITS 1 
AND 2 TECHNICAL AND ECONOMICAL FEASIBILITY (TEF) 
OF GROUNDWATER CLEANUP

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-26-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
35

AR_M62204_000778 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF WATER BOARD WASTE DISCHARGE 
ORDERS FOR CAOC 22

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-31-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_000448 CAOC 00022

OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4 PROPOSED PLAN YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

08-01-1996
REPORT
14

AR_M62204_001899 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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MONITORING DATA SUMMARY - GROUNDWATER 
EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT REMOVAL PILOT STUDY 
AT NEBO MAIN BASE - MONITORING RESULTS 
OBTAINED DURING SYSTEM OPERATION IN THE 
MONTHS OF MAY THROUGH JULY 1996

NOOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

08-01-1996
REPORT
80

AR_M62204_002554

COMMENTS ON - SOIL GAS SURVERY FINAL REPORT  
SUBMITTED IN SEPTEMBER 1992

YESCALIFORNIA EPA - SACRAMENTO, 
CA

08-05-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001331 SITE 00001
SITE 00006
SITE 00007
SITE 00020
SITE 00023
SITE 00035

RESPONSE TO USEPA NATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT 
RESEARCH LABORATORY COMMENTS ON NATURAL 
ATTENUATION, DATED 6 MAY 1996

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-07-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001433 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-14-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001177 CAOC 00006
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROPOSED SOIL GAS MONITORING PROBES 
INSTALLATION AT YERMO ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

08-26-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_000394 CAOC 00026
OU 0000002

FINAL CHEMICAL DATA ACQUISITION PLAN, 
GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION AND RECHARGE 
SYSTEM, YERMO ANNEX, REVISION 1

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

08-28-1996
REPORT
149

AR_M62204_000526 OU 0000001

PROPOSED PLAN PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPTS YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

08-29-1996
MINUTES
34

AR_M62204_001922 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE MONITORING DATA 
SUMMARY - GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND 
TREATMENT REMOVAL PILOT STUDY AT NEBO MAIN 
BASE - MONITORING RESULTS OBTAINED DURING 
SYSTEM OPERATIONS IN THE MONTHS OF MAY 
THROUGH AUGUST 1996

NOOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

09-01-1996
REPORT
100

AR_M62204_002553
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MONITORING DATA SUMMARY - AIR SPARGING/SOIL 
VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM PILOT STUDY AT NEBO 
MAIN BASE - MONITORING DATA OBTAINED DURING 
THE SOIL VACUUM TESTS, SYSTEM START-UP IN 
MONTH OF APRIL AND NORMAL SYSTEM OPERATION 
FOR MONTHS APRIL THROUGH AUGUST 1996

NOOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

09-01-1996
REPORT
100

AR_M62204_002567

MINUTES OF REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGERS (RPM) 
MEETING OF 4-5 SEPTEMBER 1996

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

09-04-1996
MINUTES
169

AR_M62204_001825 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF THE PILOT STUDY MONITORING 
DATA, NRF-1, NEBO MAIN BASE (W/OUT ENCLOSURE)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

09-07-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000397

DELAYED REVIEW OF DRAFT RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT REPORT AND DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY 
REPORT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-09-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000197 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

U.S. EPA REVIEW OF DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY 
REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-09-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000198 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF YERMO ANNEX DRAFT GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-09-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001178 CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF DRAFT RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-09-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
26

AR_M62204_001179 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007

DELAYED REVIEW OF DRAFT RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT REPORT AND DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY 
REPORT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-09-1996
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_001180 OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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COMMENTS ON REVIEW OF YERMO ANNEX DRAFT 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-09-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
39

AR_M62204_001206 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROJECT NOTE 105 - REGARDING NEP-4 DATA FOR 
OUS 1 AND 2

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-18-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000779 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF DTSC INTEGRATED WASTE MGT. 
BOARD'S COMMENTS ON DRAFT FS OUs 5 AND 6

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-19-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001181 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LAND USE RESTRICTIONS FOR CAOC 20 AND 23 YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-20-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000199 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

LAND USE RESTRICTIONS FOR CAOC 20 AND 23 YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-20-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000200 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE NAVY RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
ON THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-24-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001183 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00022
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING PLAN FOR NEBO MAIN BASE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-24-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001335 OU 0000002
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE  PROPOSED PLAN YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-26-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001421 CAOC 00016
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-27-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001250 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD)

YESCALIFORNIA EPA - SACRAMENTO, 
CA

10-01-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001249 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE MONITORING DATA 
SUMMARY - GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND 
TREATMENT REMOVAL PI9LOT STUDY AT NEBO MAIN 
BASE - MONITORING RESULTS FOR MONTHS OF MAY 
THROUGH SEPTEMBER 1996

NOOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

10-01-1996
REPORT
100

AR_M62204_002568

COMMENTS ON DTSC REVIEW OF DRAFT RFA REPORT 
OU 7; EXTENSION OF DUE DATE FOR COMMENTS TO 9 
OCTOBER 1996

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-03-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001182 OU 0000007

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) RACILITY ASSESSMENT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-04-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_001184 CAOC 00007
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-04-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
24

AR_M62204_001185 CAOC 00007
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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PROJECT NOTE 108 - COLLABORATIVE RESPONSE TO 
AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL FS REPORT FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS 1 AND 2

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-04-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_001464 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU'S) 5 AND 6

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-09-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001186 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-09-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001187 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF TOXIC PITS CLEANUP ACT 
INFORMATION (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-16-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_000439

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT CHEMICAL DATA 
ACQUISITION PLAN FOR GROUNDWATER EXTRATION 
AND TREATMENT REMOVAL ACTION PILOT STUDY AND 
AIR SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION REMOVAL 
ACTION PILOT STUDY

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-16-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_001191 CAOC 00006

RESPONSE TO REVISED RI REPORT, APPENDIX F AND 
APPENDIX G

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-16-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001192 CAOC 00021
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RESPONSE TO VARIOUS AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 
(RI/FS) REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU'S) 5 AND 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-16-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
144

AR_M62204_001426 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

CONCURRENCE FROM DTSC TO THE 30-DAY 
EXTENSION REQUESTED BY RWQCB, VICTORVILLE 
OFFICE FOR SUBMITTING THE REVIEW OF THE DRAFT 
ROD

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-17-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000936 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

DELAYED REVIEW OF DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-17-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001190 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON OU's 5 & 6 DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY 
(FS) LANDFILLS LOCATED AT CAOC NO. 7 AND 35

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-18-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001188 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00035
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005

COMMENTS ON OUs 5 AND 6 DRAFT FEASIBILITY 
STUDY CAOA 7 AND 35

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-18-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_001202 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON OUS 1 AND 2 
DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-18-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001436 CAOC 00016
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AGREEMENT REGARDING 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA GROUNDWATER AND WATER-
QUALITY RELATED SOIL CLEANUP REQUIREMENTS 
FOR CERCLA RESPONSE ACTIONS (DRAFT 
AGREEMENT WAS NOT SUBMITTED TO 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-18-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002209

FINAL COMMENTS ON OU 5/6 DRAFT FS-INCLUDING 
RWQCB, CIWMB AND BRIAN DAVIS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-22-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
18

AR_M62204_001193 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT 
(W/ENCLOSURE)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

10-24-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001463 OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-28-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_001195 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE OUs 1 AND 2 PROPOSED PLAN YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_001194 CAOC 00026
CAOC 00037
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON INSTALLATION RESTORATION 
PROGRAM OUs 1 AND 2 PROPOSED PLAN DATED 
OCTOBER 1996

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001200 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE REVIEW OF MCLB OUs 1 AND 2 
DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001201 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00037
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON OUS 1 AND 2 
PROPOSED PLAN, DATED OCTOBER 1996

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-29-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
32

AR_M62204_001432 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00037
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CONCERNS REGARDING STATE OF CA CONTINUATION 
NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE FFA - CROSS REFER # 5.2

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA10-31-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001780

US EPA COMMENTS ON OPERATION & MAINTENANCE 
MONITORING DATA SUMMARY GROUNDWATER 
EXTRACTION & TREATMENT REMOVAL PILOT STUDY AT 
NEBO

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-05-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001241 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF MONITORING DATA SUMMARY AIR 
SPARGING /SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM PILOT 
STUDY AT NEBO

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-05-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001242 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY 
PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-06-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000782 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-06-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
20

AR_M62204_001215 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 5 
AND 6

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-08-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001216 OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-12-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001197 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-12-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
28

AR_M62204_001199 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT, OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 5 AND 6

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-13-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001198 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

PROJECT NOTE 109 - REGARDING EVALUATION OF 
PERFORMING VADOSE ZONE CLEANUP AT CAOC 15/17

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-21-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_000780 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
OU 0000001

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-21-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
19

AR_M62204_001419 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00017
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSES TO AGENCIES COMMENTS ON OUS 5 AND 
6 DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-21-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
19

AR_M62204_001441 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NOTIFICATION OF A CHANGE OF THE EPA REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGER EFFECTIVE DECEMBER 2, 1996

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-21-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001777

RESPONSE TO USEPA LETTER REGARDING CAOC 15/17 
AND CAOC 16

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-22-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
34

AR_M62204_001424 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
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PROJECT NOTE 110 - REGARDING CARBON 
BREAKTHROUGH AT NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
PILOT STUDY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

11-25-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000781

RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS TO FINAL CHEMICAL 
DATA ACQUISITION PLAN DATED 20 NOVEMBER 1996

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

11-26-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_001425

RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS ON DRAFT 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN, DATED 20 
NOVEMBER 1996

NOOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

11-26-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001445 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF THE MONITORING DATA SUMMARY 
AND TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM A FOR THE AIR 
SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM AT THE 
NEBO MAIN BASE

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

12-20-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000385

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

12-20-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
34

AR_M62204_001420 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO LETTER OF OCTOBER 31, 1996 
EXPRESSING CONCERNS OVER THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA'S COMPLIANCE WITH THE FFA FOR THE 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-20-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001783 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA12-24-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001217 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS 1 AND 2

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-27-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001196 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON OUs 1 AND 2; DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED 
PLAN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-27-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001218 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN FOR OUs 1 AND 2 MARINE CORPS 
LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA12-27-1996
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001219 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

OUS 5 AND 6 PROPOSED PLAN YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA01-01-1997
FACT SHEET
13

AR_M62204_001674 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LAND USE RESTRICTION LANGUAGE FOR INCLUSION IN 
DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-10-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001688 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE LAND RESTRICTION 
LANGUAGE FOR DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION 
(SEE RECORD # 1688 - LAND RESTRICTION LANGUAGE 
FOR DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-16-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001689 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROPOSED CONSIDERATION OF A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING OUS 1 AND 2 PROPOSED PLAN

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-22-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000855 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY, OPERABLE UNITS 
(OU) 5 AND 6, FS REPORT FOR CAOC 7,16 AND 35 
DRAFT FINAL

YESCALIFORNIA EPA - SACRAMENTO, 
CA

01-22-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001265 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-24-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000877 CAOC 00021
CAOC 00026
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REQUEST FOR A 30-DAY EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL 
OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-24-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001773 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY RPT 
FOR OU 5 AND 6

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-28-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001321 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESCRWQCB - SACRAMENTO, CA01-29-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001245 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

CLARIFICATION ON COMMENTS RE: VADOSE ZONE 
MONITORING AT BUILDING 573

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA02-04-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000183 BLDG 0000573

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL OUs 1 AND 2 
PROPOSED PLAN FOR APPROVAL

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - 
BARSTOW, CA

02-06-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001232 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY 
REPORT

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA02-07-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001264 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NOTICE THAT THE AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES 
AND DISEASE REGISTRY IS SCHEDULED TO VISIT THE 
BASE ON 10-14 MARCH 1997 TO COMPLETE THE PUBLIC 
HEALTH ASSESSMENT

NOAGENCY FOR TOXIC 
SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE 
REGISTRY - ATLANTA, GA

02-07-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002547

PROPOSED PROPERTY USE RESTRICTION LANGUAGE 
FOR CAOC 20 AND 23

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA02-11-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001246 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON OU3/4 DRAFT 
ROD - COMMENTS FROM DTSC, CRWQCB, AND USEPA - 
CTO 293

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-11-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
45

AR_M62204_001427 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION OF DUE DATE 
FEBRUARY 14, 1997 TO ALLOW INPUT BY THE RGIONAL 
BOARD AT THEIR 3 APRIL 1997 MEETING ON DRAFT 
FINAL PROPOSED PLAN OUS 1 AND 2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-14-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001231 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

AGENCY REVIEW OF DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN - 
OUs 1 AND 2, W/EXTENSION REQUEST FOR RESPONSE 
DATE

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-14-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001670 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT, OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 5 AND 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-20-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_001428 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REPLACEMENT APPENDIX C - ARARS OF THE DRAFT 
FINAL OU 3 AND OU 4 ROD; UPDATED VERSION OF 
APPENDIX C ORIGINALLY ISSUED WITH OU 3/4/ DRAFT 
FINAL ROD, DATED FEBRUARY 12, 1997 - CROSS 
REFERENCE# 7.1 0001

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

02-26-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
83

AR_M62204_001690 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

PROJECT NOTE 116 - ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF VADOSE 
ZONE CLEANUP

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-03-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_000856 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00016
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL US/EPA COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT FINAL OU 1 AND 2 PROPOSED PLAN, 
COMMENTS DATED 24 DECEMBER 1996

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-07-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001233 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4 - APPLICABLE OR 
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS 
SECTION

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-11-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001247 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

EXTENSION TO DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-12-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000866 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS AND SCHEDULE EXTENSION FOR THE 
DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-12-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001248 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS REGARDING CONCERNS 
ON THE LANGUAGE FOR RESOLVING THE FINAL 
ISSUES ON LAND-USE RESTRICTION ON OU 3 AND OU 4 
ROD

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-12-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001429 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

EXTENSION TO DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-12-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001697 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY 
AND DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-13-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000473 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SITE SPECIFIC HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN ADDENDUM 
FOR FIELDWORK PER THE IMPLEMENTATION 
MEMORANDUM FOR SOIL SAMPLING AND SCREENING 
(SITE SPECIFIC HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN WAS NOT 
RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORDS FILE)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

03-13-1997
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_000577 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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COMMENTS ON THE OU'S 1 AND 2 DRAFT FINAL 
ADDENDUM AND DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-13-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001243 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS 5 AND 6, DATED JANUARY 1997

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-13-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
26

AR_M62204_001671 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW OF DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-17-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000873 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS 5 AND 6

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001263 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN OUS 5 AND 6, 
DATED JANUARY 14, 1997

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001269 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN AND 
DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001270 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE OU 5 AND 
6 DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

03-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
32

AR_M62204_001431 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PROPOSED CONSIDERATION OF A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING THE DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-21-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001698 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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ADDITIONAL SOIL SAMPLING AT CAOC 15/17 AND SOIL 
VAPOR MONITORING AT CAOC 16

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-24-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000262 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00037
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS FROM 29 AUGUST 
1996, PUBLIC MEETING REGARDING PROPOSED PLAN 
OU'S 3 AND 4

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

03-24-1997
MINUTES
33

AR_M62204_001828 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

LETTER AGREEING TO INSTALL THREE VAPOR PROBES 
AND PERFORM ONE ADDITIONAL SOIL BORING 
PROFILE TO COLLECT SEMI-ANNUAL SOIL GAS 
SAMPLES AROUND BUILDING 573

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-24-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002210 BLDG 0000573

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL'S REMEDIAL PROJECT 
MANAGER

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-25-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001768 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

SUMMARY OF THE SITE BACKGROUND - FREON IN THE 
SUBSURFACE NEAR BUILDING 573, YERMO ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

03-26-1997
REPORT
27

AR_M62204_000270 BLDG 0000573

FINAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN - NEBO MAIN 
BASE REVISION 0

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

03-28-1997
REPORT
47

AR_M62204_000221 OU 0000002

THANK YOU LETTER FOR CORDIAL WELCOME AND 
SUPPORT EXTENDED TO THE AGENCY FOR TOXIC 
SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE REGISTRY (ATSDR) 
DURING THEIR WEEK OF VISITATION

YESDEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES - ATLANTA, GA

04-03-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000872
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REQUEST TO ATTEND THE MCLB AND SWDIV 
STRATEGY MEETING FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-14-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000871 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COLLABORATIVE POSITION FOR THE RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-15-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001696 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD)

NOU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-16-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002691 AOC 000015
AOC 000016
AOC 000017
BLDG 0000573
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW AND CONCURRENCE WITH THE DRAFT FINAL 
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-25-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001262 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

EXTENSION REQUEST FOR AGENCY REVIEW OF DRAFT 
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS 
(OU) 1 AND 2

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-28-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000898 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4, DATED 27 
MARCH 1997

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-28-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001292 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-29-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001261 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-29-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
14

AR_M62204_001693 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE OU 3 AND OU 4 DRAFT FINAL ROD YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-30-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001260 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT OU 
3 AND 4 RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-01-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
20

AR_M62204_001259 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESCRWQCB - SACRAMENTO, CA05-01-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001278 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING NOTIFICATION OF 
IMPLEMENTATION OF TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION 
FOR REMOVAL OF POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS 
(PCB)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA05-02-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000342 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

JACOBS TECHNICAL REVIEW OF OHM TECH MEMO B 
FOR NORTHERN NEBO PILOT STUDY AND TECH MEMO 
B FOR SOUTHERN NEBO PILOT STUDY

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-15-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000878

RESPONSE TO VARIOUS AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) REPORT FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS (OU'S) 5 AND 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

05-22-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
20

AR_M62204_001430 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF THE RECORD OF DECISION FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS 3 AND 4 ENDORSEMENT OF WHICH 
BY COMMANDING OFFICER OFFICIALLY IMPLEMENTS 
THE SELECTED REMEDIES FOR REMEDIAL ACTION W/O 
ENCLOSURE (SEE RECORD #1700 - ROD)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-27-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002126 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REPLACEMENT SIGNATURE PAGES FOR THE  FINAL 
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS 
(OU) 3 AND 4

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

05-29-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001699 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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FINAL COMMENTS ON THE RECORD OF DECISION FOR 
OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2 DATED 28 FEBRUARY 
1997

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-30-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001275 CAOC 00016
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF COMMENT PERIOD ON 
DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) TO 30 MAY 1997

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-30-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001282 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN 
(PP) AND DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-30-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_002211 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

06-02-1997
REPORT
472

AR_M62204_001700 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

SITE TOUR HELD ON 3 JUNE 1997 NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA06-03-1997
OTHER
40

AR_M62204_002597 BLDG 0000533
BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035

PROJECT SCHEDULE FOR AGENCY REVIEW UNDER 
CONTRACT TASK ORDER #149, RFA AND LUFT 
PROGRAM

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.06-10-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000180
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL OU 5 AND 6 PROPOSED 
PLAN, DATED MAY 1997

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-10-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001272 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LETTER CONFIRMING 2 JUNE 1997 CONVERSATION 
AND SUBSEQUENT CONVERSATIONS REGARDING 
RESOLUTION OF CERTAIN PROCEDURAL ISSUES 
REGARDING THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN AND 
DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) (W/OUT 
ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-12-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002212 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN, DATED 
16 MAY 1997 AND DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD), 
DATED 30 APRIL 1997

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-16-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001271 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-17-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001281 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
REPORT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_001296 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON OU 5 AND 6 DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED 
PLAN

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-19-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001279 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 189 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

ANNOUNCEMENT OF DAVE DAWSON AS NEW 
REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-30-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000891

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 5 AND 6

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA06-30-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001280 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF COMMENT PERIOD ON 
DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) TO 30 JULY 1997

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-01-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001283 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

FINAL SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, REMOVAL OF 
PCB-CONTAMINATED SOIL

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

07-02-1997
REPORT
96

AR_M62204_000575 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

JULY 2, 1997, MEETING MINUTES FORMER MCKINNEY 
SCHOOL COMPLEX

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-02-1997
MINUTES
5

AR_M62204_001830

INSTALLATION OF THREE TRIPLE COMPLETION SOIL 
VAPOR MONITORING PROBES

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

07-10-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000919

COMMENTS ON DRAFT TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL 
ACTION IMPLEMENTATION WORK PLAN, DATED 6 JUNE 
1997

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA07-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001284 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM B YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

07-29-1997
REPORT
321

AR_M62204_000908
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-29-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_001285 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ACTION MEMORANDUM AND 
DRAFT TCRA IMPLEMENTATION WORK PLAN FOR SITE 
21

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-31-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001286 CAOC 00021

REQUEST FOR SCHEDULE EXTENSION ON THE DRAFT 
FINAL PROPOSED PLAN (PP) AND DRAFT FINAL 
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-05-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002213 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, REMOVAL OF 
ONE UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

NOOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

08-05-1997
REPORT
40

AR_M62204_002243

REVIEW OF SCHEDULE OF PRIMARY DOCUMENTS TO 
SATISFY RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-06-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000893 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

LETTER INFORMING THAT OVERSIGHT IS NOT 
REQUIRED FOR FORMER MCKINNEY SCHOOL COMPLEX

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-06-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000894

COMMENTS ON THE REVISED DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED 
PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-06-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001287 CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON REVISED DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN, 
DATED AUGUST 1997, GROUNDWATER AND DEEP SOILS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-06-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001288 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR SCHEDULE EXTENSION TO FFA 
DEADLINES FOR ROD AND PROPOSED PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-07-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001702 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 191 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN FOR OUS 5 AND 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001437 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

PUBLIC NOTICE - AVAILABILITY OF RECORD OF 
DECISION FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 3 AND 4 (PUBLIC 
NOTICE PREPARED BY JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

08-21-1997
PUBLIC NOTICE
2

AR_M62204_001903 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON SVE SYSTEM LETTER REPORT OF 28 
JULY 1997

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA08-28-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001300 CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

STAFF REPORT ON OPERABALE UNITS (OUS) 1 AND 2 
OF 22 AUGUST 1997

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-29-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000904 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PROPOSED PLAN FOR OU'S 1 AND 2 YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-01-1997
REPORT
19

AR_M62204_000616 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL OU's 5 AND 6 PROPOSED PLAN YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-01-1997
REPORT
17

AR_M62204_001676 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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PROGRAM SAFETY AND HEALTH PLAN, REVISION 2 YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.09-01-1997
REPORT
121

AR_M62204_001999

RESPONSES TO PROJECT NOTES ADDRESSING 
COLLECTIVE COMMENTS TO DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED 
PLAN BY VARIOUS AGENCIES

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-04-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
18

AR_M62204_001289 CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON RESPONSES TO PREVIOUS COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN, OPERABLE 
UNIT (OU) 5 AND 6

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-04-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001307 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO COLLECTIVE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY AND DRAFT FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-05-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
69

AR_M62204_001290 CAOC 00002
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT FOR CAOC 21 
POST-REMOVAL ACTION

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-05-1997
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_001532 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION CLOSURE REPORT; 
REMOVAL OF PCB-CONTAMINATED SOIL

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

09-08-1997
REPORT
721

AR_M62204_000338 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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ACTION MEMORANDUM TIME CRITICAL REMOVAL 
ACTION FOR CACO 21 EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL OF 
POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYL (PCB) AT YERMO ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

09-10-1997
REPORT
65

AR_M62204_000339 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

AMBIENT AIR MONITORING PERFORMED AT YERMO 
ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

09-17-1997
REPORT
10

AR_M62204_000346 BLDG 0000533
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001

REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION OF SVE CLEANUP 
GOALS (W/ATTACHMENTS)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-17-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
31

AR_M62204_001438 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR SUBMITTAL EXTENSION DRAFT FINAL 
ROD OU 5 AND OU 6

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-17-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001701 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NEWS RELEASE "MCLB BARSTOW INVITES PUBLIC 
COMMENT ON THE OUS 5 AND 6 PROPOSED PLAN 
(PUBLIC NOTICE PREPARED BY JACOB ENGINEERING 
GROUP, INC.)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

09-17-1997
PUBLIC NOTICE
3

AR_M62204_001904 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE VADOSE ZONE 
CLEANUP LEVELS RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AND 
TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF 
DECISION, 2) SHARPE DISPUTE RESOLUTION, AND 3) 
COMMENTS ON CALIFORNIA CLEANUP AGREEMENT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-17-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002192 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY 
STUDY (RI/FS) AND RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR 
OU 1 AND 2 AND CONCURRENCE WITH THE RI/FS

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA09-22-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001304 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REVISED PAGES TO THE DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN FOR 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT (RFA)  AND LEAKING 
UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK (LUFT) SITES - TABLE B-6 
TO APPENDIX B (SEE DRAFT - # 593 AND DRAFT FINAL - 
# 595)

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.09-23-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000902 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00033
CAOC 00034
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
CAOC 00037
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CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
ROD FOR OUs 5 AND 6 DATED 30 APRIL 1997

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

09-25-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
99

AR_M62204_001439 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON AIR SPARGE AND SVE PILOT STUDY 
DRAFT TECH MEMO OF 7/31/97

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-26-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001301 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REGARDING U.S. EPA COMMENTS ON THE 
WORKING DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2, DATED AUGUST 
1997

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-26-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002191 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

PUBLIC REQUEST FOR NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRACTORS

YESPUBLIC CITIZEN09-27-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001804 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON CRWQCB'S STAFF REPORT OF 8/29/97 YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-29-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000903 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CONCURRENCE WITH DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN 
FOR OU 1 AND 2

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-02-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001302 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT CLOSURE REPORT FOR CAOC 
21 TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-02-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001303 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
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SOLICITATION OF US EPA INTERPRETATION OF 
CLEANUP STANDARDS FOR SVE SHUT-OFF CRITERIA

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-03-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000409 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-06-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002193 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION 
CLOSURE REPORT FOR REMOVAL OF PCB-
CONTAMINATED SOIL, CAOC 21

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-08-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001305 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON WORKING DRAFT RECORD OF 
DECISION  FOR OU 1 AND 2

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-10-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001306 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE WORKING DRAFT RECORD OF 
DECISION

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-14-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001298 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON WORKING DRAFT ROD FOR OU1/2 YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-14-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
17

AR_M62204_001299 CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE WORKING DRAFT 
FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2 - REVISION 1 DATED AUGUST 1997

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-14-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
64

AR_M62204_001447 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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PUBLIC COMMENT - REQUEST TO SEE WOODPILE 
WEST OF MAINTENANCE CENTER'S HAZARDOUS 
WASTE STORAGE (SEE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS - 
RECORD # 1806)

YESPUBLIC CITIZEN10-21-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002217 BLDG 0000637

LETTER REGARDING THE DIVISION OF STATE AGENCY 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR CERCLA REMEDIAL ACTION 
(INCLUDES FACILITY LIST)

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA10-28-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_002346

FINAL LEAKING UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK (LUFT) 
INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN/FIELD SAMPLING PLAN

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.10-30-1997
REPORT
64

AR_M62204_000533

TANK REMOVAL AND CLOSURE REPORT FOR AN 
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK AT YERMO ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

11-04-1997
REPORT
200

AR_M62204_002088 CAOC 00023

TRANSMITTAL OF DRAWINGS (PLATES 34 AND 35) FOR 
THE UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINES FOR THE NORTH 
PORTION OF AREA 23 FOR THE LANDFILL CAP 
PROJECT (LETTER RECEIVED IN RESTORATION 
RECORDS FILE W/OUT ENCLOSURES)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-06-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002218 SITE 00023

TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION CLOSURE REPORT; 
REMOVAL OF PCB-CONTAMINATED SOIL AT YERMO 
ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

11-07-1997
REPORT
774

AR_M62204_000340 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF COMMENTS ON THE LANDFILL CAP 
PROJECT AND REQUEST FOR 25 NOVEMBER 1997 
MEETING (ENCLOSURE (3) THIRD REVIEW WAS NOT 
RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORDS FILE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002219 SITE 00023

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR THE NAMES AND 
ADDRESSES OF THE CONTRACTORS INVOLVED IN 
REMEDIAL ACTION (REQUEST LETTER WAS NOT 
RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORDS FILE)

NOMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002624 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW AND COMMENTS OF THE DRAFT STRATEGIC 
PLAN FOR RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT (RFA) 
AND LEAKING UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK (LUFT) 
DATED 19 SEPTEMBER 1997 (SEE DRAFT - # 593; DRAFT 
REVISION 1 - # 902; DRAFT FINAL - # 595)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-19-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001311
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APPROVAL OF THE FINAL CLOSURE REPORT FOR THE 
CAOC 21 TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION (SEE 
RECORD #340 - FINAL CLOSURE REPORT)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA11-21-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001310 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN FOR 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT (RFA) AND LEAKING 
UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK (LUFT) SITES DATED 19 
SEPTEMBER 1997 (SEE DRAFT - # 593; DRAFT REVISION 
1 - #902 AND DRAFT FINAL - # 595)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-24-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001312 OU 0000007

OPTIMIZATION MONITORING DATA SUMMARY 
GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM AND AIR 
SPARGING AND SOIL VAPOR

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

11-25-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_000277

APPROVAL OF THE TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION 
FOR REMOVAL OF PCB CONTAMINATED SOIL AT 
YERMO ANNEX (SEE RECORD #340 - CLOSURE REPORT)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-26-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001308 CAOC 00021
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT STRATEGIC 
PLAN FOR RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT (RFA) 
AND LEAKING UNDERGROUND FUEL TANKS (LUFT) 
[SEE RECORD # 593 - DRAFT RFA AND LUFT]

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-26-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002347

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON OPERABLE UNITS 5 AND 
6 - WOOD STORAGE AREA - (SEE  RECORD # 2217 - 
COMMENTS)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA12-01-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001806 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

MEETING MINUTES - LEAKING UNDERGROUND FUEL 
TANK PROGRAM STATUS DATED NOVEMBER 18, 1997

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.12-02-1997
MINUTES
4

AR_M62204_000905 OU 0000007

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL OF DRAFT 
FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-02-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001705 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL OF DRAFT 
FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-02-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001706 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL OF DRAFT 
FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-02-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001707 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL OF DRAFT 
FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-02-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001710 CAOC 00016
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-03-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001309 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LETTER REGARDING RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) TANK, AND OU 7 FACILITY 
ACTIONS AT MCLB DESIGNATED LEVEL METHODOLOGY 
SCREENING RESULTS FOR RFA AND LUFT SITES

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.12-04-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
56

AR_M62204_000594 OU 0000007

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT AND THE FEDERAL 
FACILITIES AGREEMENT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-18-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000914 OU 0000007

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL 
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

12-23-1997
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001444 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FACT SHEET REGARDING 
PETROLEUM HYDROCARBON CLEANUP APPROACH 
FOR SOILS (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-05-1998
FACT SHEET
3

AR_M62204_001909

REVIEW OF AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
LANGUAGE TO BE INCLUDED IN THE MASTER PLAN 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS AND CHEMICAL AREAS OF 
CONCERN (DRAFT LANGUAGE, DATED 03 NOVEMBER 
1997, WAS NOT RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION 
RECORDS FILE)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-06-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002278 CAOC 00023
CAOC 00034
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 5 AND 6

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-09-1998
REPORT
677

AR_M62204_001704 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC LANGUAGE TO BE INCLUDED 
IN THE MCLB MASTER PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-14-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000911 CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT #RW21955165-01, 
ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-14-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000916
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PROJECT NOTE 124 - VADOSE ZONE MODELING FOR 
AS/SVE SHUT-OFF

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

01-14-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
32

AR_M62204_001709 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LANDFILL CAP PROJECT, YERMO AREA: SETTLEMENT 
AND SLOPE STABILITY CALCULATIONS

YESURS GREINER, INC.01-16-1998
REPORT
250

AR_M62204_000535 CAOC 00023

COMMENTS AND CONCURRENCE ON DRAFT FINAL 
STRATEGIC PLAN FOR  RCRA FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
(RFA) AND LEAKING UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK (LUFT) 
SITES DATED DECEMBER 1997 (SEE DRAFT FINAL - # 
595; DRAFT - # 593; DRAFT REVISION 1 - # 902)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA01-16-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000912 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO LETTERS OF 17 SEPTEMBER 1997 AND 3 
OCTOBER 1997 REQUESTING EPA'S POSITION ON 
SEVERAL ISSUES IMPACTING MCLB BARSTOW

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-16-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001446 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL OPTIMIZATION MONITORING DATA SUMMARY, 
GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM, AND AIR 
SPARGING AND SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION (AS/SVE) 
SYSTEMS, DATA SUMMARY THROUGH JANUARY 6, 1998 
AT YERMO ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

01-27-1998
REPORT
18

AR_M62204_002348 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001

DESCRIPTION OF DRAFT AIR SPARGE/SOIL VAPOR 
EXTRACTION (AS/SVE) SYSTEM PERFORMANCE 
TESTING PLAN AT YERMO ANNEX (W/ ATTACHMENTS)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

01-30-1998
REPORT
71

AR_M62204_002267 CAOC 00026
OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON THE DESIGNATED LEVEL 
METHODOLOGY SCREENING RESULTS FOR THE 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT (SEE RECORD # 594 - 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION RECOVERY ACT TANK 
ACTIONS AT DESIGNATED LEVEL METHODOLOGY 
SCREENING RESULTS)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-09-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002199

LIMITED GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS AT 
NORTHERN NEBO PLUME

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-12-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000264 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM - EVALUATION OF AIR 
SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION (AS/SVE) PILOT 
TESTING AND RECOMMENDATIONS, SOUTH NEBO 
GROUNDWATER PLUME

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.02-12-1998
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_001635 CAOC 00006

SCHEDULE FOR SEVEN PRIMARY DRAFT DOCUMENTS YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-17-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000920 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LAND PARCEL SURVEYING AT NEBO MAIN BASE AND 
YERMO ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-27-1998
REPORT
65

AR_M62204_000054 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00034
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

AIR SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION (AS/SVE) 
SYSTEM PERFORMANCE TESTING AT YERMO ANNEX 
(SEE RECORD #478 - MEMO WORK PLAN)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-27-1998
REPORT
78

AR_M62204_000292 CAOC 00026
SITE 00026

MEMO WORK PLAN FOR OPTIMIZATION OF THE 
GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION AND RECHARGE 
SYSTEMS AT YERMO ANNEX (SEE RECORD #292 - 
AS/SVE TESTING)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-27-1998
REPORT
105

AR_M62204_000478 CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
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MEMO WORK PLAN FOR OPERATION OF THE 
GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM AT NEBO 
NORTH, NEBO MAIN BASE

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

03-06-1998
REPORT
20

AR_M62204_000479 OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON OU 5 AND 6, SUBMITTED VERBALLY YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-10-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001317 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-18-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001318 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA03-18-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002221 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

EXTENSION FOR CONCURRENCE PERIOD ON DRAFT 
FINAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY 
ACT (RCRA)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-20-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001319

TRANSMITTAL OF ADDITIONAL COPY OF DRAFT FINAL 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT REPORT (ENCLOSURE 
IS RECORD # 596)

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.03-28-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000597 OU 0000007

OPTIMIZATION MONITORING DATA SUMMARY - 
GROUNDWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM AND AIR 
SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEMS

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

03-31-1998
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_000400 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001

TRANSMITTAL OF THE ELECTRONIC COPY OF 
OPERABLE UNITS (OUS) 1 AND 2 OHM DOCUMENTS, 
INCLUDING GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORTS, 
CHEMICAL DATA AQUISITION PLANS, AND GW 
MONITORING PLANS

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

03-31-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001927 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SITE ASSESSMENT WORKPLAN FOR UNDERGROUND 
STORAGE TANKS 251D AND 590A/C

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL04-01-1998
REPORT
84

AR_M62204_001643 UST 0000251D
UST 0000590A
UST 0000590C
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RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE 
WORKING DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR OPERABLE UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2 - REVISION 1A 
DATED 14 FEBRUARY 1998

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

04-02-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001713 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR OPERABLE 
UNITS (OU) 1 AND 2 {SEE RECORD # 621 - DRAFT 
OPERATION/MAINTENANCE MANUAL & RECORD #626 - 
ADDENDUM NO. 1}

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC

04-03-1998
REPORT
302

AR_M62204_001712 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE LANDFILL CAP SITE 23 YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-07-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002223 SITE 00023

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE 1) LANDFILL CAP 
PROJECT AT YERMO AREA; AND 2) MAINTENANCE 
MANUAL CONCRETE LANDFILL CAP, YERMO ANNEX

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA04-07-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002667 CAOC 00023

QUARTERLY GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA 
SUMMARY - FEBRUARY 1998

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

04-27-1998
REPORT
491

AR_M62204_000289 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REQUEST FOR EXTENTION ON OU3 AND OU4 DRAFT 
REDIAL ACTION WORKPLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-27-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001314 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA04-30-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001320

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-01-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001315

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION WORK 
PLAN (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 480)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-05-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000348 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
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NOTICE OF CLOSURE FOR NON-TIME CRITICAL 
REMOVAL ACTION

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-08-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001316 OU 0000001

WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING REMEDIATION BY 
NATURAL ATTENUATION AND GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE (OU 2 - 
NORTHERN PLUME)

YESPARSONS ENGINEERING 
SCIENCE, INC.

06-01-1998
REPORT
52

AR_M62204_000272 OU 0000002

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AIR 
SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM 
PERFORMANCE TESTING REPORT, FIRST CYCLE, 
GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION AND RECHARGE 
SYSTEMS (SEE RECORD # 1642 - DRAFT AIR 
SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM 
PERFORMANCE TESTING)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA06-04-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002349 CAOC 00026
OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LONG-TERM 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN, DATED APRIL 1998 
(SEE RECORD # 386 - GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
PLAN)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-08-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002073 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LONG-TERM 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN, DATED APRIL 1998 
(SEE RECORD # 386 - GW PLAN & # 1460 - RESPONSE 
TO COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA06-08-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002074 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT LONG 
TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-10-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001453 OU 0000001
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LONG-TERM 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-10-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002224 CAOC 00007
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LANDFILL CAP PROJECT, YERMO AREA NOURS GREINER, INC.06-17-1998
REPORT
180

AR_M62204_002689 SITE 00023

REVISED PAGES FOR DRAFT FINAL - EXTENDED 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITIES ASSESSMENT REPORT (SEE 
RECORD # 596 - DRAFT FINAL RFA REPORT)

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.06-18-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
104

AR_M62204_000598 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE USE AND 
DISPOSITION OF GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS 
(SEE RECORD # 2226 - REVISED WELL ABANDONMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS TABLES)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

06-22-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_002225

REVISED WELL ABANDONMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
TABLES (SEE RECORD # 2225 - WELL ABANDONMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS TABLES)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

06-24-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_002226 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00023

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AIR 
SPARGE/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION (AS/SVE) SYSTEM 
PERFORMANCE TESTING REPORT, FIRST CYCLE 
(INCLUDES DRAFT PROPOSED STEPS TOWARD 
COMPLETION OF VADOSE ZONE SOIL CLEANUP)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

06-25-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_002350 CAOC 00026

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON THE NON-TIME 
CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION FOR THE REMEDIAL 
ACTION

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-29-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000351 OU 0000001

RESPONSE TO DTSC AND EPA COMMENTS RE: MEMO 
WORK PLANS FOR GROUNDWATER SYSTEMS

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

07-02-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001452

COMMENTS ON THE WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING 
REMEDIATION BY NATURAL ATTENUATION FOR NEBO 
NORTH PLUME

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-03-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001323 OU 0000002

AFTER UPDATING RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT WITH 
INSERTION PAGES PROVIDED TO ADDRESS 
CONCERNS, DTSC HAS REVIEWED THE INFORMATION 
AND DETERMINED THAT THE RESPONSE HAS 
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED CONCERNS

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-06-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001997 OU 0000007

QUARTERLY GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT 
DATA SUMMARY - SECOND QUARTER 1998

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

07-13-1998
REPORT
424

AR_M62204_000129 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REVISED PAGES FOR DRAFT FINAL RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT (RFA) REPORT (SEE RECORD # 596 - 
DRAFT FINAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT (RFA) 
REPORT)

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.07-13-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000599 OU 0000007

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT MASTER PLAN 
AMENDMENTS

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-13-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002227 OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENTS YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-16-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002228 OU 0000003
OU 0000004

COMMENTS ON THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT LEAKING 
UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK (LUFT) SUMMARY REPORT 
(PRELIMINARY DRAFT LEAKING UNDERGROUND FUEL 
TANK WAS NOT RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION 
RECORD FILE)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-17-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002195 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROPOSED 
STEPS FOR AS/SVE (AIR SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR 
EXTRACTION) SYSTEM [SEE RECORD # 2350 - 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS] {DRAFT PROPOSED STEPS 
IN AN ATTACHMENT OF RECORD # 2350}

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-17-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002351 CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROPOSED 
STEPS TOWARD COMPLETION OF VADOSE ZONE SOIL 
CLEANUP (SEE RECORD # 2350 - RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-22-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002360 CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN (SEE 
RECORD # 386 - DRAFT LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING PLAN)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

07-28-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001460 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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REVISED SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN FOR YERMO 
ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN BASE, REVISION 1

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

08-03-1998
REPORT
291

AR_M62204_000536 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL LEAKING UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK (LUFT) 
INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN ADDENDUM/FIELD 
SAMPLING PLAN

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.08-06-1998
REPORT
62

AR_M62204_000534

COMMENTS ON THE WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING 
REMEDIATION BY NATURAL ATTENUATION AND 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA08-06-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002229 OU 0000002

LANDFILL CLOSURE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS - 
REVISED SHEETS 3, 4, 6 AND 7  {SEE RECORD #349 - 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT}

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.08-11-1998
REPORT
7

AR_M62204_000454 SITE 00007
SITE 00035

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PRELIMINARY 
DRAFT LEAKING UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK (LUFT) 
SUMMARY REPORT (SEE RECORD # 2195 - COMMENTS 
ON THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT SUMMARY REPORT)

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.08-12-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002194 OU 0000007

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS OF 13 JULY 1998 ON THE 
DRAFT MASTER PLAN LANGUAGE

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

08-17-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001449 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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RESPONSE TO NAVY'S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS AND 
DISCUSSION DURING CONFERENCE CALL ON 19 
AUGUST 1998 RE: THE DRAFT FINAL LONG-TERM 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN (SEE RECORD # 
392 - DRAFT FINAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-20-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002009 CAOC 00023
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING 
REMEDIATION BY NATURAL ATTENUATION AND 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-20-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002230 OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING 
REMEDIATION BY NATURAL ATTENUATION FOR 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE 
(SEE RECORD # 272 - WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING 
REMEDIATION BY NATURAL ATTENUATION FOR 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-21-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002014 CAOC 00007
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

REQUEST FOR BASEWIDE BASELINE RISK 
ASSESSMENT

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-02-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001805

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL LONG-TERM 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN (SEE RECORD # 
392 - DRAFT FINAL REPORT, AND RECORD # 2009 - EPA 
RESPONSE TO NAVY'S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA09-04-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_002010 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS LANDFILL CLOSURE 
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS (SEE RECORD #349 - 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT)

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.09-14-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001455 SITE 00007
SITE 00035

FINAL MASTER PLAN LANGUAGE FOR INSTALLATION 
RESTORATION (IR) SITES (INCLUDES TRANSMITTAL 
LETTER TO AGENCIES)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-29-1998
REPORT
199

AR_M62204_000128 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00034
CAOC 00035
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN FOR RISK MANAGEMENT 
PLAN, PROCESS SAFETY MANAGEMENT PLAN

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL10-01-1998
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_002242

AIR SPARGE/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM 
(AS/SVE) OPERATION & MAINTENANCE (O&M) 
MONITORING DATA PLOTS

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

10-05-1998
REPORT
20

AR_M62204_000393 CAOC 00026

DISTRIBUTION LIST UPDATE FOR PUBLIC DOCUMENTS YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-05-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002231 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL LONG-
TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN (SEE 
RECORDS # 392 - DRAFT FINAL GW PLAN, #2009 - EPA 
RESPONSE TO THESE RESPONSES, #2010 - DTSC 
COMMENTS, & #2014 - CRWQCB COMMENTS)

YESJACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP, 
INC.

10-15-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001537 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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FINAL DECISIONS BASED ON RESOURCES 
CONVERSATION RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT (RFA)  - (SEE RECORD # 596 - RFA 
REPORT)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-15-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_002608 BLDG 0000050
BLDG 0000479
CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00033
CAOC 00034
CAOC 00035
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CAOC 00036
CAOC 00037
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
SWMU 0000-.29
SWMU 0000-.42
SWMU 00009-1
SWMU 00009-10
SWMU 00009-
100
SWMU 00009-
101
SWMU 00009-
102
SWMU 00009-
103
SWMU 00009-
104
SWMU 00009-
105
SWMU 00009-
106
SWMU 00009-
107
SWMU 00009-11
SWMU 00009-
110
SWMU 00009-
111
SWMU 00009-
112
SWMU 00009-
113
SWMU 00009-
114
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SWMU 00009-
115
SWMU 00009-
116
SWMU 00009-
117
SWMU 00009-
118
SWMU 00009-
119
SWMU 00009-12
SWMU 00009-
120
SWMU 00009-
121
SWMU 00009-
122
SWMU 00009-13
SWMU 00009-14
SWMU 00009-16
SWMU 00009-17
SWMU 00009-18
SWMU 00009-19
SWMU 00009-2
SWMU 00009-20
SWMU 00009-21
SWMU 00009-22
SWMU 00009-23
SWMU 00009-24
SWMU 00009-25
SWMU 00009-26
SWMU 00009-27
SWMU 00009-28
SWMU 00009-3
SWMU 00009-30
SWMU 00009-31
SWMU 00009-32
SWMU 00009-33
SWMU 00009-34
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SWMU 00009-35
SWMU 00009-36
SWMU 00009-37
SWMU 00009-38
SWMU 00009-39
SWMU 00009-4
SWMU 00009-40
SWMU 00009-41
SWMU 00009-43
SWMU 00009-44
SWMU 00009-45
SWMU 00009-46
SWMU 00009-47
SWMU 00009-48
SWMU 00009-49
SWMU 00009-5
SWMU 00009-50
SWMU 00009-51
SWMU 00009-53
SWMU 00009-54
SWMU 00009-55
SWMU 00009-56
SWMU 00009-57
SWMU 00009-58
SWMU 00009-59
SWMU 00009-6
SWMU 00009-60
SWMU 00009-61
SWMU 00009-62
SWMU 00009-63
SWMU 00009-64
SWMU 00009-65
SWMU 00009-66
SWMU 00009-67
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00009-69
SWMU 00009-7
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SWMU 00009-70
SWMU 00009-71
SWMU 00009-72
SWMU 00009-73
SWMU 00009-74
SWMU 00009-75
SWMU 00009-76
SWMU 00009-77
SWMU 00009-8
SWMU 00009-84
SWMU 00009-86
SWMU 00009-87
SWMU 00009-88
SWMU 00009-89
SWMU 00009-9
SWMU 00009-90
SWMU 00009-91
SWMU 00009-92
SWMU 00009-93
SWMU 00009-94
SWMU 00009-95
SWMU 00009-96
SWMU 00009-97
SWMU 00009-98
SWMU 00009-99
SWMU 00010-1
SWMU 00010-10
SWMU 00010-
101
SWMU 00010-
102
SWMU 00010-
103
SWMU 00010-
104
SWMU 00010-
105
SWMU 00010-
106
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SWMU 00010-
107
SWMU 00010-
108
SWMU 00010-
109
SWMU 00010-11
SWMU 00010-
110
SWMU 00010-
111
SWMU 00010-
112
SWMU 00010-
113
SWMU 00010-
114
SWMU 00010-
115
SWMU 00010-
116
SWMU 00010-
117
SWMU 00010-
118
SWMU 00010-
119
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-
120
SWMU 00010-
121
SWMU 00010-
122
SWMU 00010-13
SWMU 00010-14
SWMU 00010-15
SWMU 00010-16
SWMU 00010-17
SWMU 00010-18
SWMU 00010-19
SWMU 00010-2
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SWMU 00010-20
SWMU 00010-21
SWMU 00010-22
SWMU 00010-23
SWMU 00010-24
SWMU 00010-25
SWMU 00010-26
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-28
SWMU 00010-29
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-30
SWMU 00010-31
SWMU 00010-32
SWMU 00010-33
SWMU 00010-34
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-37
SWMU 00010-38
SWMU 00010-39
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-41
SWMU 00010-42
SWMU 00010-43
SWMU 00010-44
SWMU 00010-45
SWMU 00010-46
SWMU 00010-47
SWMU 00010-48
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-50
SWMU 00010-51
SWMU 00010-52
SWMU 00010-53
SWMU 00010-54
SWMU 00010-55
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SWMU 00010-56
SWMU 00010-57
SWMU 00010-58
SWMU 00010-59
SWMU 00010-6
SWMU 00010-60
SWMU 00010-61
SWMU 00010-62
SWMU 00010-63
SWMU 00010-64
SWMU 00010-65
SWMU 00010-66
SWMU 00010-67
SWMU 00010-68
SWMU 00010-69
SWMU 00010-7
SWMU 00010-70
SWMU 00010-71
SWMU 00010-72
SWMU 00010-73
SWMU 00010-74
SWMU 00010-75
SWMU 00010-76
SWMU 00010-77
SWMU 00010-78
SWMU 00010-79
SWMU 00010-8
SWMU 00010-80
SWMU 00010-81
SWMU 00010-82
SWMU 00010-83
SWMU 00010-84
SWMU 00010-85
SWMU 00010-86
SWMU 00010-87
SWMU 00010-88
SWMU 00010-89
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SWMU 00010-9
SWMU 00010-90
SWMU 00010-91
SWMU 00010-92
SWMU 00010-93
SWMU 00010-94
SWMU 00010-95
SWMU 00010-96
SWMU 00010-97
SWMU 00010-98
SWMU 00011-1
SWMU 00011-2
SWMU 00011-3
SWMU 00011-4
SWMU 00011-5
SWMU N-1
SWMU N-2
SWMU N-3
SWMU Y-1
SWMU Y-2
SWMU Y-3
SWMU Y-4
SWMU Y-5
SWMU Y-6
SWMU Y-7
UST T-10
UST T-103
UST T-149
UST T-15
UST T-155
UST T-157
UST T-17
UST T-170
UST T-181A
UST T-181B
UST T-189A
UST T-196
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UST T-197
UST T-19A
UST T-19B
UST T-19C
UST T-19D
UST T-1A
UST T-1C
UST T-203
UST T-204
UST T-213A
UST T-213B
UST T-213C
UST T-218
UST T-225A
UST T-225B
UST T-227
UST T-234A
UST T-251A
UST T-251B
UST T-251C
UST T-251D
UST T-271A
UST T-271B
UST T-27A
UST T-27B
UST T-27C
UST T-290
UST T-2A
UST T-2B
UST T-2C-1
UST T-2C-2
UST T-322A
UST T-322B
UST T-325
UST T-327
UST T-351
UST T-353
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UST T-354
UST T-357
UST T-358
UST T-359
UST T-401
UST T-43A
UST T-43B
UST T-441
UST T-443
UST T-479
UST T-48
UST T-481
UST T-484A
UST T-484B
UST T-486
UST T-530A
UST T-530B
UST T-533
UST T-536
UST T-558
UST T-56
UST T-573A
UST T-573B
UST T-573C
UST T-573D
UST T-573E
UST T-574A
UST T-574B
UST T-579
UST T-580A
UST T-588A
UST T-588B
UST T-590A
UST T-590B
UST T-590C
UST T-590D
UST T-593
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UST T-596
UST T-598
UST T-610
UST T-614
UST T-616
UST T-625
UST T-71A
UST T-71B
UST T-74

CONDITIONAL APPRROVAL FOR DRAFT SITE 
ASSESSMENT WORK PLAN UST SITE S-271

YESCOUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT - SAN 
BERNARDINO, CA

10-19-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001325 UST S-271

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS AND REPLACEMENT PAGES 
FOR THE FINAL LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-19-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_001450 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

TRANSMITTAL OF THE SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN 
PUMP ISLAND SITE 271

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL10-22-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000578 OU 0000002

QUARTERLY GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA 
SUMMARY

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

10-30-1998
REPORT
593

AR_M62204_000278 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
RFA WORK PLAN

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.11-25-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001457

FINAL SITE ASSESSMENT WORKPLAN FOR PUMP 
ISLAND SITE 271 AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL12-01-1998
REPORT
75

AR_M62204_001644 OU 0000002

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 225 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL LUFT SUMMARY REPORT YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-10-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001340

RESPONSE TO DTSC AND USEPA COMMENTS  ON 
WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING REMEDIATION BY 
NATURAL ATTENUATION FOR GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE - NORTHERN 
PLUME (SEE RECORD #'S 272 - WORK PLAN; # 1323, 
2229 - DTSC COMMENTS; # 2230 USEPA COMMENTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-11-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002602 OU 0000002

CTO-0152 TABLE TOP BOOKS - TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT 
TEXT

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.12-17-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_001737

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE THREE SOIL VAPOR 
PROBES AND ONE SOIL VAPOR BORING (SEE RECORD 
# 919 - INSTALLATION OF THREE TRIPLE COMPLETION 
SOIL VAPOR MONITORING PROBES)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-21-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002352 BLDG 0000573

REVIEW AND COMMENTS OF REVISED DRAFT WORK 
LAN FOR ASSESSING MONITORED NATURAL 
ATTENUATION FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 
AT NEBO MAIN BASE NORTH (SEE RECORD # 274 - 
DRAFT REVISION 1; # 482 FOR FINAL WORK PLAN 
INCLUDING RESPONSE TO DTSC COMMENTS)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-30-1998
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002601 OU 0000002

FINAL WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING MONITORING 
NATURAL ATTENUATION (MNA) FOR GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE NORTH 
(INCLUDES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT 
REVISION 1 (SEE RECORD # 273 - DRAFT; # 274 - DRAFT 
REVISION 1

YESPARSONS ENGINEERING 
SCIENCE, INC.

01-01-1999
REPORT
365

AR_M62204_000482 OU 0000002

FINAL SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 251D

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL01-01-1999
REPORT
506

AR_M62204_001647 UST 0000251D

FINAL SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR UST 590A/C YESBROWN AND CALDWELL01-01-1999
REPORT
707

AR_M62204_001649 UST 0000590A
UST 0000590C
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RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) TANK AND OU 7 FACILITY ACTIONS, CLEAN I 
ELECTRONIC DATABASE

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.01-06-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000601 OU 0000007

LETTER WORK PLAN FOR THE INSTALLATION OF 
THREE NESTED SOIL VAPOR MONITORING PROBES 
NEAR BLDG. 573 (SEE RECORD #295 FOR REVISION 1)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

01-14-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000276 BLDG 0000573
SITE 00016

REVIEW AND COMMENT OF DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR 
ASSESSING MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION FOR 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE 
NORTH (SEE RECORD # 273 - DRAFT; # 274 - DRAFT, 
REVISION 1)

NOU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-14-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002600 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER WORKPLAN FOR THE INSTALLATION OF THREE 
NESTED SOIL VAPOR MONITORING PROBES, NEAR 
BLDG. 573, REVISION 1 (SEE RECORD # 276 FOR 
ORIGINAL LETTER)

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

01-15-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_000295 BLDG 0000573
SITE 00016

FINAL CLOSURE REPORT - REMOVAL AND CLOSURE-IN-
PLACE OF UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS AT 
HEATING PLANT NO. 5

YESGEOFON, INC.01-15-1999
REPORT
182

AR_M62204_001645 UST 0000574E-1
UST 0000574E-2

LETTER WORK PLAN TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING AT YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN BASE

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

01-18-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_000543 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK (LUST) CASE 
CLOSURE SUMMARY FORMS

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.01-19-1999
REPORT
338

AR_M62204_000352 "RIALTO" 
SEARCH - 
ROUND 1

NOTIFICATION ABOUT THE NAVAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION SUPPORT SERVICE (NEPSS) SPECIALTY 
OFFICE'S FY99 ANNUAL MEETING (23-24 MARCH 1999) 
{W/ENCLOSURES}

YESNAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING 
SERVICE CENTER (NFESC) - PORT 
HUENEME, CA

01-28-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001832

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE LETTER WORK PLAN 
FOR THE INSTALLATION OF THREE SOIL VAPOR 
PROBES

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-29-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002354 BLDG 0000573
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COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER SAMPLING 
FREQUENCY TABLE AT YERMO ANNEX [LETTER, DATED 
22 JANUARY 1999, WAS NOT RECEIVED IN THE 
RESTORATION RECORDS FILE]

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-01-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002277

SUBMISSION OF FINAL WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING 
MONITORING NATURAL ATTENUATION (MNA) FOR 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE 
NORTH (SEE RECORD # 482 - ENCLOSURES: FINAL 
WORK PLAN - INCLUDING RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-03-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002603 OU 0000002

SUBMISSION OF FINAL WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING 
MONITORING NATURAL ATTENUATION (MNA) FOR 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE 
NORTH (SEE RECORD # 482 - ENCLOSURES: FINAL 
WORK PLAN - INCLUDING RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-03-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002604 OU 0000002

SUBMISSION OF FINAL WORK PLAN FOR ASSESSING 
MONITORING NATURAL ATTENUATION (MNA) FOR 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE 
NORTH (SEE RECORD # 482 - ENCLOSURES: FINAL 
WORK PLAN - INCLUDING RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-03-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002605 OU 0000002

LETTER WORK PLAN TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING AT YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN BASE - 
REVISION 1

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_000275

RESPONSE TO NAVY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
LETTER WORK PLAN TO COLLECT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001454

REQUEST TO PERFORM HYDROPUNCH SAMPLING ON 
PRIVATE PROPERTY (W/ENCLOSURE)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-16-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_002589

SUMMARY OF THE 90-DAY EQUILIBRATION PERIOD - 
AIR SPARGE/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-18-1999
REPORT
139

AR_M62204_000294 SITE 00026

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE LETTER WORK PLAN 
FOR CONDUCTING HYDROPUNCH SAMPLING AT 
YERMO AND NEBO ANNEX; DTSC CONCURS WITH THE 
LETTER WORK PLAN (SEE RECORD # 275 - WORK PLAN 
TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH SAMPLING)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-18-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002356 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REQUEST TO PERFORM HYDROPUNCH SAMPLING ON 
PRIVATE PROPERTY (W/ENCLOSURE) (SEE RECORD # 
1479 - REQUEST TO DRILL TEST WELL)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-18-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_002584

REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE) - RECORD # 2593 - SECOND 
REQUEST)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-18-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_002592

REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-18-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_002594

ANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-19-1999
REPORT
885

AR_M62204_000182 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT - 1998 - 
YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN BASE

NOOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

02-19-1999
REPORT
600

AR_M62204_002569 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SUMMARY OF THE 12 HOUR TEST TO EVALUATE 
PERFORMANCE OF CARBON ABSORPTION IN 
REMOVING CHLOROFLUOROCARBONS - SPARGE/SOIL 
VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

03-05-1999
REPORT
24

AR_M62204_000362 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
SITE 00016

SECOND ATTEMPT REQUESTING PERMISSION TO GAIN 
ACCESS TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH SAMPLING ON 
PRIVATE PROPERTY (W/O ENCLOSURE) (SEE RECORD 
# 2589 - INITIAL REQUEST)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-08-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002590

MINUTES FOR MEETING HELD ON 2 MARCH 1999 YESLAW CRANDALL03-12-1999
MINUTES
5

AR_M62204_001833

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS ADDENDUM LANDFILL 
CLOSURE SITES AND REVISED SECTION FOR SHEET 7 
OF 8  {SEE RECORD #456 - DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
DESIGN - TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS AND 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS FOR LANDFILL CLOSURE}

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.03-17-1999
DRAWING
4

AR_M62204_000417 SITE 00007
SITE 00035
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REVIEW OF DRAFT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
MANUAL FOR CAOC'S 7 AND 35 - CONCURRENCE 
GRANTED WITH INCLUSION OF REQUESTED ADDITIONS

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA04-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000963 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSES TO REGULATORY COMMENTS ON DRAFT 
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.04-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_001458 SITE 00007
SITE 00035

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT OPERATIONS 
AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL, CLOSED LANDFILLS [SEE 
RECORD # 622 - DRAFT OPERATIONS AND 
MAINTENANCE MANUAL, CLOSED LANDFILLS]

NOU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002622 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035

REVIEW AND NO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT FINAL LUFT SUMMARY REPORT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-08-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000969 OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF FINAL OPERABLE UNITS 
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL SECTION FOR BASE MASTER 
PLAN (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2089)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-08-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002549 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LETTER STATING DTSC HAS REVIEWED AND CONCURS 
WITH AMENDMENT OF DRAFT FINAL EXTENDED 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT WORK PLAN AND 
ADDENDUM TO EXTRA WORK PLAN (NEITHER DRAFT 
FINAL NOR ADDENDUM WERE FOUND)

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA04-13-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001341

APPROVAL OF THE EXTENDED RFA WORK PLAN 
(REFERENCE A/R #5.3 - 000093 RESPONSE TO AGENCY 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL EXTENDED RFA 
WORK PLAN)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-14-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001342
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RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
FINAL EXTENDED RCRA FACILITY ASSESSMENT WORK 
PLAN (SEE RECORD # 1342- EPA REVIEW AND 
APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL EXTENDED RCRA 
FACILITY ASSESSMENT WORK PLAN)

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.04-14-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001459

FINAL EXTENDED RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT WORK 
PLAN DATED APRIL 1999, INCLUDES REVISION PAGES 
CONVERTING DRAFT FINAL TO FINAL

NOBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.04-26-1999
REPORT
300

AR_M62204_000606 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LETTER REPORT - DRAFT HYDROPUNCH 
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS AT YERMO ANNEX

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

05-07-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_000137 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

90-DAY ANALYTICAL DATA FOR DRAFT FINAL AIR 
SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION (AS/SVE), 
REVISION 2

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

05-07-1999
ANALYTICAL DATA
45

AR_M62204_002065 CAOC 00026

FIRST QUARTER 1999 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT FOR THE YERMO ANNEX AND 
NEBO MAIN BASE

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

05-14-1999
REPORT
320

AR_M62204_002069 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER REPORT - DRAFT HYDROPUNCH 
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS AT NEBO MAIN 
BASE

YESOHM REMEDIATION SERVICES 
CORP.

05-20-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000284 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW AND COMMENTS OF DRAFT HYDROPUNCH 
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING RESULTS AT YERMO 
ANNEX AND DRAFT FINAL LETTER WORK PLAN FOR 
INSTALLING THREE COMBINATION SOIL 
VAPOR/GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-24-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002357 BLDG 0000573
SITE 00016
WELL YS-16

REVIEW OF DRAFT FINAL OPERATIONS AND 
MAINTENANCE MANUAL FOR CLOSED LANDFILLS AT 
CAOCS 7 AND 35, WITH CONCURRENCE

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-28-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000955 SITE 00007
SITE 00035
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NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF AGENCY PROJECT 
MANAGER

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA06-03-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000957

RESPONSE AND CONFIRMATION OF USE OF THE 
VAPOR EXTRACTION WELL DATA

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA06-03-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002279 CAOC 00026

GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA - RESIDENCE 
WELLS (YOUNTS AND HODGES)

NOFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-09-1999
ANALYTICAL DATA
75

AR_M62204_002573

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT SITE 
ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR PUMP ISLAND, DATED 
MARCH 1999

YESCOUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT - SAN 
BERNARDINO, CA

06-21-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002485 SITE 00271

COMMENT ON DRAFT FINAL LETTER WORK PLAN FOR 
INSTALLING THREE COMBINATION SOIL-
VAPOR/GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS (SEE 
RECORD 958 -  COMMENTS BY DTSC) ORIGINAL 
REPORT BY FOSTER WHEELER 5/14/99 NOT RECEIVED

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-22-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001346 BLDG 0000573
SITE 00016

REVIEW OF DRAFT FINAL LETTER WORK PLAN FOR 
INSTALLING VAPOR MONITORING WELLS AT BUILDING 
573 WITH CONCURRENCE AS A DESIGN DOCUMENT 
BUT NOT AS A REMEDIAL WORK PLAN

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA06-23-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000958 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00016

FINAL SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR PUMP ISLAND 
[SEE RECORD # 2486 - MCLB BARSTOW TRANSMITTAL 
LETTER]

YESBROWN AND CALDWELL07-01-1999
REPORT
311

AR_M62204_002487 BLDG 0000322
SITE 00271
UST T-271A
UST T-271B

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL LETTER WORK PLAN 
FOR INSTALLING THREE COMBINATION SOIL-VAPOR/ 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS AT BUILDING 573, 
YERMO ANNEX

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-15-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002200 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
WELL YS-16-3
WELL YS-16-4
WELL YS-16-5
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FINAL LETTER WORK PLAN FOR INSTALLING THREE 
COMBINATION SOIL-VAPOR/GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING WELLS

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

07-26-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_000485 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00016
OU 0000001

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL SITE ASSESSMENT 
REPORT (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD  # 2487)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA07-28-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002486 SITE 00271

FINAL LETTER WORK PLAN FOR INSTALLING THREE 
COMBINATION SOIL-VAPOR/GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING WELLS

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

08-03-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_000486 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00016
OU 0000001

COMPLETION OF MINOR REPAIRS AT CERCLA AREA OF 
CONCERN, LANDFILL CAP

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-04-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000953 CAOC 00023

FUNCTIONAL AND OPERATIONAL LETTER FOR YERMO 
ANNEX

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA08-11-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000222 SITE 00020
SITE 00023

SECOND QUARTER 1999 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

08-12-1999
REPORT
390

AR_M62204_000223 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

EPA OPERATIONAL FUNCTIONAL DETERMINATION FOR 
CERCLA AREA OF CONCERN, LANDFILL CAPS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-12-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000224 SITE 00020
SITE 00023

DETERMINATION THAT LANDFILL CAP, DRAINAGE AND 
MONITORING SYSTEMS ARE COMPLETE, FUNCTIONAL 
AND OPERATIONAL AS REQUIRED BY THE RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD) DATED 2 JUNE 1997

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-18-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000956 OU 0000003
OU 0000004
SITE 00020
SITE 00023

Y2K VULNERABILITY AT NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST 
BASES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-19-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000959
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COMMENTS ON WORKPLAN FOR PROJECT TO INSTALL 
THREE PROPOSED COMBINATION SOIL-
VAPOR/GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS TO 
COMPLY WITH THE ROD FOR OU-1 AND OU-2

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-24-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001334 SITE 00016

RESPONSE TO DRILLING THREE NEW INSIDE OUT 
WELLS AT SITE 16, YERMO ANNEX

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-31-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002201 SITE 00016

AGREEMENT WITH PROPOSAL TO DRILL THREE NEW 
INSIDE OUT WELLS AT SITE 16, YERMO ANNEX

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-01-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002202 SITE 00016

HISTORICAL SUMMARY INFORMATION ESTABLISHED 28 
DECEMBER 1942 - BARSTOW MISSION STATEMENT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA09-14-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000138

REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE 2 ONLY - RECORD # 137 IS 
ENCLOSURE 1)  (ALSO SEE RECORD #'S 1479, 2584 FOR 
RELATED REQUESTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
30

AR_M62204_002585 WELL Y7-1

REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE 2 ONLY - RECORD # 137 IS 
ENCLOSURE 1)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
30

AR_M62204_002586 WELL Y8-1

REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE 2 ONLY - RECORD # 137 IS 
ENCLOSURE 1)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
30

AR_M62204_002587

REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE 2 ONLY - RECORD # 137 IS 
ENCLOSURE 1)  (ALSO SEE RECORD # 1478 - REQUEST 
TO DRILL)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
30

AR_M62204_002588 WELL Y8-1

REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE 2 ONLY - RECORD # 284 IS 
ENCLOSURE 1)  (ALSO SEE RECORD #  2589 AND # 
2590 - RELATED REQUESTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
30

AR_M62204_002591
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REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE 2 ONLY - RECORD # 137 IS 
ENCLOSURE 1 (ALSO SEE RECORD #'S 2592 FOR 
RELATED REQUESTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
30

AR_M62204_002593 WELL Y7-1

REQUEST TO COMPLETE ENTRY PERMIT FOR ACCESS 
TO PRIVATE PROPERTY TO CONDUCT HYDROPUNCH 
SAMPLING (W/ENCLOSURE 2 ONLY - RECORD # 137 IS 
ENCLOSURE 1)  (ALSO SEE RECORD #'S 2594 FOR 
RELATED REQUESTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
30

AR_M62204_002595 WELL Y15-1
WELL Y7-1

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL OFF-BASE 
INSTALLATION PLAN - YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN 
BASE (WITHOUT ENCLOSURE)  {SEE RECORD # 487 - 
DRAFT FINAL OFF-BASE INSTALLATION PLAN}

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-14-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001348 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
WELL NEP-7
WELL NEP-8

FINAL BASE-WIDE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

10-16-1999
REPORT
63

AR_M62204_000581

FINAL SITE-SPECIFIC HEALTH & SAFETY PLAN - 
REPLACEMENT OF GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
WELLS, FINALIZATION & IMPLEMENTATION OFF-BASE 
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION SYSTEM  {SEE RECORD 
#581 - FINAL HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN}

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

10-16-1999
REPORT
84

AR_M62204_000582 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

MINUTES FOR OCTOBER 7, 1999 KICKOFF MEETING, 
HAZARDOUS WASTES CHARACTERIZATION AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL TRAINING EDUCATION PROGRAM

YESLAW CRANDALL10-18-1999
MINUTES
4

AR_M62204_000965

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EVALUATION 
OF MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION FOR 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATIONS AT NEBO MAIN 
BASE [SEE RECORD # 2626 - DRAFT EVALUATION OF 
MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION]

NOU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-18-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002627 OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EVALUATION OF MONITORED 
NATURAL ATTENUATION FOR GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN BASE NORTH (SEE 
RECORD # 1465 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, AND 
RECORD # 2626 - DRAFT EVALUATION OF MONITORED 
NATURAL ATTENUATION]

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-21-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001336 OU 0000002
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL OFF-
BASE INSTALLATION PLAN - YERMO ANNEX & NEBO 
MAIN BASE

YESDTSC - LONG BEACH, CA10-29-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000964 OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL OFF-BASE INSTALLATION 
PLAN - YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN BASE (SEE 
RECORD # 487 - DRAFT FINAL OFF-BASE INSTALLATION 
PLAN)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-01-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001349 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM REGARDING WELL 
ABANDONMENT AT THE YERMO ANNEX ON 2 
NOVEMBER 1999 (REFERENCE A/R #5.2 - 000366; 
COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
REGARDING WELL ABANDONMENT)

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

11-02-1999
REPORT
14

AR_M62204_000960 OU 0000001

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL OFF-
BASE INSTALLATION PLAN - YERMO ANNEX & NEBO 
MAIN BASE (SEE RECORD # 487 - DRAFT FINAL OFF-
BASE INSTALLATION PLAN - YERMO ANNEX & NEBO 
MAIN BASE]

NOCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-04-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002611 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

TRANSMITTAL OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL 
OFF-BASE INSTALLATION PLAN - YERMO ANNEX AND 
NEBO MAIN BASE (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 964))

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA11-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002548

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL OFF-
BASE INSTALLATION PLAN - YERMO ANNEX & NEBO 
MAIN BASE {INCLUDES GSU COMMENTS DATED 29 
OCTOBER 1999} (SEE RECORD # 487 - DRAFT FINAL 
OFF-BASE INSTALLATION PLAN - YERMO ANNEX & 
NEBO MAIN BASE]

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA11-05-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002612 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

NOTIFICATION EXPIRATION AS A RESULT OF THE NON-
ACTION ON THE AGREEMENT FOR INSTALLATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF WELL EQUIPMENT, NO FURTHER 
AGREEMENTS REQUIRED FOR ACCESS TO THIS 
PROPERTY

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-08-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002630
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NOTIFICATION EXPIRATION AS A RESULT OF THE NON-
ACTION ON THE AGREEMENT FOR INSTALLATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF WELL EQUIPMENT, NO FURTHER 
AGREEMENTS REQUIRED FOR ACCESS TO THIS 
PROPERTY

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION11-08-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002631

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EVALUATION 
OF MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION FOR 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATIONS AT NEBO MAIN 
BASE (INCLUDES GSU COMMENTS DATED 4 NOVEMBER 
1999) [SEE RECORD # 2626 - DRAFT EVALUATION OF 
MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION]

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA11-09-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002628 OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT SITE 26 AS/SVE 180-DAY MEMO 
REPORT (SEE RECORD #285 - DRAFT SITE 26 AS/SVE 
180-DAY MEMO REPORT)

YESDTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA11-18-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001337 SITE 00026

CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY ADJACENT TO THE 
YERMO ANNEX

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

11-19-1999
REPORT
28

AR_M62204_000139

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM REGARDING WELL 
ABANDONMENT AT THE YERMO ANNEX

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

11-19-1999
REPORT
19

AR_M62204_000971 OU 0000001

FINAL OFF-BASE INSTALLATION PLAN - YERMO ANNEX 
AND NEBO MAIN BASE

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

11-30-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
19

AR_M62204_000548 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL SITE 26 AS/SVE 180-DAY 
MEMO REPORT (SEE RECORD #413 - DRAFT FINAL SITE 
26 AS/SVE 180-DAY MEMO REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA11-30-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001338 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
SITE 00026

COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
REGARDING WELL ABANDONMENT

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-01-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001339 OU 0000001

CRWQCB CONCURS WITH PROPOSED METHOD OF 
WELL DESTRUCTION

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-07-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001347 OU 0000001
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THIRD QUARTER 1999 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

12-10-1999
REPORT
354

AR_M62204_000290 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ABANDONMENT OF DRY WELLS AT THE YERMO 
ANNEX  - CONFIRMING PHONE CONVERSATION WITH 
ATUL RAJ OF THE COSTA MESA OFFICE ON DECEMBER 
8, 1999

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

12-22-1999
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000961
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FACT SHEET: FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 
PROGRAM OVERVIEW

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-01-2000
FACT SHEET
16

AR_M62204_002722 BLDG 0000197
BLDG 0000436
BLDG 0000533
BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00033
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CAOC 00034
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038

NOTIFICATION THAT GREG CASH REPLACES CURT 
SHIFRER AS REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER OF 
LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-11-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_000966

CONFIRMATION OF PHONE CONVERSATION 
ANNOUNCING THAT GREG CASH IS REPLACING CURT 
SHIFRER AS REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER (RPM) OF 
CRWQCB - VICTORVILLE (REFERENCE A/R #5.1 - 000521 
LETTER INFORMING OF RPM CHANGE FROM CURT 
SHIFRER TO GREG CASH)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-25-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000967

COMMENTS FOR THIRD QUARTER 1999 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA SUMMARY 
REPORT (SEE RECORD #290 - SUMMARY REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-07-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001343 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 
1999 - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, 
NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

03-02-2000
REPORT
712

AR_M62204_000225 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
SITE 00016
SITE 00020
SITE 00023

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
EVALUATION OF MONITORING NATURAL ATTENUATION 
FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT NEBO MAIN 
BASE NORTH (SEE RECORD #1336 - EPA COMMENTS, 
AND RECORD # 2626 - DRAFT EVALUATION OF 
MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION03-03-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001465 OU 0000002

MTBE RESULTS - YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN BASE YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

03-15-2000
ANALYTICAL DATA
59

AR_M62204_000287 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00026

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WELL INSTALLATION 
REPORT FOR COMBINATION SOIL VAPOR/ 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS AT BUILDING 573, 
YERMO ANNEX

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA03-17-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002204 BLDG 0000573
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NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE IN PROJECT MANAGER TO 
RAFAT ABBASI

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA03-29-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001787

COMMENTS AND NON-CONCURRENCE WITH THE 
DRAFT WELL INSTALLATION REPORT FOR 
COMBINATION SOIL-VAPOR/GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING WELLS (SEE RECORD #1654 - DRAFT 
WELL INSTALLATION REPORT)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-13-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001345 BLDG 0000573
SITE 00016

FIRST QUARTER 2000 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

05-08-2000
REPORT
48

AR_M62204_000291 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS BY THE GEOLOGIC SERVICES UNIT OF 
DTSC ON THE DRAFT FINAL OFF-BASE HYDROPUNCH 
RESULTS FOR YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN BASE 
(SEE RECORD #288 - DRAFT FINAL RESULTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-15-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001353 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REPONSE TO VOICEMAIL CONCERNS ON THE DRAFT 
FINAL LETTER WORK PLAN FOR INSTALLING THREE 
COMBINATION SOIL-VAPOR/ GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING WELLS AT BUILDING 573, YERMO ANNEX

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-15-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002205 BLDG 0000573

LETTER IN RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 
ACT (FOIA) REQUEST FOR INFORMATION REGARDING 
INVESTIGATIVE WORK PERFORMED ON 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION ON AND OFF BASE

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA05-25-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001921 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SUBMISSION OF DRAFT EXTENDED RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT DATED 24 MAY 2000 FOR REVIEW AND 
COMMENT - ENCLOSURE 1 IS RECORD # 607 - (PER 
RPM - DOCUMENT SENT WAS DRAFT - NOT PRE-DRAFT 
AS STATED IN LETTER)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-02-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002598

CRWQCB COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
INSTALLATION/ABANDONMENT REPORT FOR OFF-BASE 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS, YERMO ANNEX 
(SEE RECORD #398 - INSTALLATION/ABANDONMENT 
REPORT FOR OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
WELLS, YERMO ANNEX)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-12-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001357
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REQUEST FOR A THIRTY DAY EXTENSION FOR 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXTENDED RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) 
FACILITIES ASSESSMENT (RFA) REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-27-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001789 OU 0000007

REQUEST FOR 30 DAY EXTENSION FOR CRWQCB 
REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EXTENDED RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT REPORT DATED 5/24/2000 (SEE 
COMMENTS)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-07-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000973

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL AND 
ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY REPORT (SEE RECORD # 1660 - 
DRAFT TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY 
REPORT)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-07-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001360 CAOC 00026
SITE 00026

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL AND 
ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY REPORT (SEE RECORD # 1360 - 
COMMENTS BY CRWQCB &  # 1660 - DRAFT TECHNICAL 
AND ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY REPORT)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-07-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001361 CAOC 00026
SITE 00026

SECOND QUARTER 2000 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

08-11-2000
REPORT
49

AR_M62204_000226 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
PLAN (SEE RECORD # 546 - DRAFT SAP)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-21-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001359 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER FROM DTSC ANNOUNCING CURTIS PLOTKIN AS 
THE NEW REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER FOR 
OVERSIGHT OF SITE CLEANUP ACTIVITIES

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA08-30-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001788

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXTENDED RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT (RFA) - DTSC DOES NOT CONCUR WITH 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS PRESENTED 
IN REPORT  {SEE RECORD #607 - DRAFT RCRA & 
RECORD #1365 - COMMENTS BY EPA}

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA09-07-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001363 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXTENDED RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT REPORT  {SEE RECORD #607 - DRAFT 
RCRA & #1363 - COMMENTS BY DTSC}

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-11-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001365 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
PLAN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-18-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002206

COMMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 
REPORT FOR THE DRUM STORAGE AND LANDFILL 
AREA (SEE RECORD #1661 - CONSTRUCTION REPORT & 
#2021 - RESPONSE BY BALDI BROS)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-10-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002018 CAOC 00007
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON THE CAOC 7 DRAFT CONSTRUCTION 
COMPLETION REPORT (SEE RECORD #1661 - DRAFT 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-16-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001993 CAOC 00007

MONITORING OF VOC SOIL GAS OF DRAFT TECHNICAL 
AND ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY REPORT (SEE RECORD 
#1660 - DRAFT REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-26-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001366 CAOC 00026
SITE 00026
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WORK PLAN - DEMOLITION AND REPLACEMENT OF DRY 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS - YERMO ANNEX - 
INCLUDES SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN (SHSP), 
FIELD SAMPLING PLAN (FSP) AND QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN (QAPP)

NOGEOFON, INC.10-31-2000
REPORT
300

AR_M62204_002574 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
WELL PMW-10
WELL PMW-11
WELL PMW-12
WELL PMW-3
WELL PMW-4
WELL PMW-5
WELL PMW-6
WELL PMW-7
WELL PMW-8
WELL PMW-9
WELL Y2-1
WELL Y3-1
WELL Y4-1
WELL Y5-1
WELL YEP-1
WELL YEP-2
WELL YEP-3
WELL YPZ-1
WELL YPZ-10
WELL YPZ-4
WELL YPZ-5
WELL YPZ-6
WELL YPZ-7
WELL YPZ-8
WELL YS-21-1
WELL YS-21-2
WELL YS-21-3
WELL YS-22-3
WELL YS-23-1
WELL YS-23-12
WELL YS-23-13
WELL YS-23-14
WELL YS-23-15
WELL YS-23-16
WELL YS-23-17
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WELL YS-23-18
WELL YS-23-19
WELL YS-23-2
WELL YS-23-3
WELL YS-23-4
WELL YS-23-7
WELL YS-23-9
WELL YS-26-1
WELL YS-26-2
WELL YS-26-3
WELL YS-28-1
WELL YS-28-2
WELL YS-28-3
WELL YS-29-1
WELL YS-34-1
WELL YS-35-1
WELL YS-35-2
WELL YS-35-3
WELL YS-35-4

CRWQCB CONCURS WITH RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT FINAL TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC 
FEASIBILITY REPORT, DATED 10/6/00 (SEE RECORD 
#1666 - DRAFT FINAL TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC 
FEASIBILITY REPORT)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-09-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001994 CAOC 00026

CRWQCB CONCURS WITH RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT REVISED SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
PLAN (SEE RECORD #547 - DRAFT REVISED SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-14-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001995 OU 0000001

LETTER RETURNING WELL PERMIT APPLICATIONS 
SINCE NO FEES OR PERMITS ARE REQUIRED FROM 
LOCAL AGENCIES (W/OUT ENCLOSURES)

YESDEPARTMENT OF  PUBLIC 
HEALTH - SAN BERNARDINO, CA

11-14-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002208 "RIALTO" 
SEARCH - 
ROUND 1

CONCURS WITH RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT REVISED SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (SEE 
RECORD # 547 - DRAFT REVISED SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA11-16-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001992 OU 0000001
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U.S. EPA CONCURS WITH RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT REVISED SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
PLAN (SEE RECORD #547 - DRAFT REVISED SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-16-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001996 OU 0000001

THIRD QUARTER 2000 - GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

11-17-2000
REPORT
69

AR_M62204_000296 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

CONFIRMATION OF PERSONNEL CHANGE REGARDING 
THE LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD'S REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER FOR THIS 
ACTIVITY (SEE RECORD #1989 - LETTER NAMING 
REPLACEMENT)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-20-2000
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001991

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE IN CRWQCB REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGER FOR ACTIVITY TO JEHIEL CASS

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-16-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001989

LETTER REGARDING CAOC 7 CONSTRUCTION 
COMPLETION REPORT AND COMMENTS ON CAOC 26 
(SEE RECORD #1661 - CONSTRUCTION REPORT & 
#1666 - CAOC 26 TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC 
FEASIBILITY REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-24-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001988 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00026

FINAL CAOC 26 TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC 
FEASIBILITY REPORT - YERMO ANNEX [SEE RECORD # 
1988 - COMMENTS BY DTSC ON THE DRAFT FINAL & 
#2016 - COMMENTS BY US EPA ON THE FINAL]

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

01-29-2001
REPORT
525

AR_M62204_001666 BLDG 0000533
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

LETTER STATING THAT NAVY REQUIRED ONLY TO 
RESPOND TO THREE EPA COMMENTS ON 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT FOR DRUM 
STORAGE AND LANDFILL AREA (SEE RECORD #1661 - 
CONSTRUCTION REPORT & RECORD #2020 - NAVY'S 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA01-31-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002019 CAOC 00007
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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ANNOUNCEMENT THAT ANNA-MARIE COOK WILL BE 
REPLACED BY PHILLIP RAMSEY AS EPA'S PROJECT 
MANAGER EFFECTIVE 3/12/01

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-05-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002011

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PILOT TEST WORK PLAN 
(SEE RECORD # 1987 - PILOT TEST WORK PLAN & 
RECORD # 2026 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA03-07-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002012 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO LETTER REQUESTING A 
GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION AT THE CALNEV 
PIPELINE'S DAGGETT TERMINAL FACILITY AS THE 
POSSIBLE SOURCE OF MTBE CONTAMINATION

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-08-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002013 BLDG 0000552

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PILOT TEST WORK PLAN, 
REVISION 0, PHASE 2 AS/SVE PILOT TEST (SEE 
RECORD # 1987 - PILOT TEST WORK PLAN & RECORD 
#2026 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-09-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002015 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE FINAL CAOC 26 TECHNICAL AND 
ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY REPORT - YERMO ANNEX (SEE 
RECORD #1666 - FINAL FEASIBILITY REPORT)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-12-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002016 BLDG 0000533
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS ON THE 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT FOR THE DRUM 
STORAGE AND LANDFILL AREA (SEE RECORD #1993 - 
EPA COMMENTS & RECORD #2017 - EPA INSTRUCTION 
E-MAIL) {INCLUDES SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER}

YESBALDI BROS. CONSTRUCTION03-13-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002020 CAOC 00007
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO CRWQCB COMMENTS ON THE 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT FOR THE DRUM 
STORAGE AND LANDFILL AREA (SEE RECORD #2018 - 
CRWQCB COMMENTS & #2078 - CRWQCB RESPONSE 
TO THIS RESPONSE) [INCLUDES SWDIV TRANSMITTAL 
MEMO]

YESBALDI BROS. CONSTRUCTION03-13-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_002021 CAOC 00007
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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ANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 
2000 - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, 
NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEM, VOLUMES 1-4 OF 4 (INCLUDES 
REPLACEMENT PAGES - TRANSMITTAL DATED 18 APRIL 
01) [FOLDERS 1-2 OF 2]

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

04-13-2001
REPORT
620

AR_M62204_002007 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

LETTER DOCUMENTING EPA'S DETERMINATION THAT 
THE REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE DRUM STORAGE AND 
LANDFILL AREA IS OPERATIONAL AND FUNCTIONAL 
AND THE REMEDIAL WORK IS COMPLETE (INCLUDES 
SUMMARY OF FIELD INSPECTION OF THE TWO 
MONOLITHIC CAPS BY TECH LAW INC.)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-16-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_002017 CAOC 00007
SITE 00007

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PILOT TEST WORK PLAN, 
REVISION 0, PHASE 2 AS/SVE PILOT TEST (SEE 
RECORD # 1987 - PILOT TEST & RECORD # 2026 - 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-25-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002022 CAOC 00006
SITE 00006

LETTER STATING THAT THE CONTINUATION OF THE AIR 
SPARGING/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION PILOT TEST IS 
NOT SUBJECT TO PERMIT

YESMOJAVE AIR QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT - 
VICTORVILLE, CA

05-09-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002023 CAOC 00006
OU 0000038
SITE 00006

COMPILED RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
PILOT TEST WORK PLAN - NEBO MAIN BASE (SEE 
RECORDS # 2012 - DTSC COMMENTS, #2015 - CRWQCB 
COMMENTS, #2022 - EPA COMMENTS, #2079 - CRWQCB 
RESPONSE TO THESE RESPONSES & #2094 - DTSC 
RESPONSE TO THESE RESPONSES)

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

05-24-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
15

AR_M62204_002026 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

FINAL GPS SURVEY MEMO WORK PLAN NEBO MAIN 
BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

05-30-2001
REPORT
8

AR_M62204_001538
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COMMUNITY UPDATE ON THE INSTALLATION 
RESTORATION PROGRAM

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-01-2001
FACT SHEET
3

AR_M62204_002025 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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OU 0000007

PUBLIC INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM 
UPDATE - "CLEANUP EFFORTS AT MCLB MAKE 
HEADWAY," REV. 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-01-2001
FACT SHEET
3

AR_M62204_002082 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

COMMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 
REPORT - CONSTRUCTION OF TWO MONOLITHIC CAPS 
AT DRUM STORAGE AND LANDFILL SITE (SEE RECORD 
#1661 - COMPLETION REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA06-06-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001539 CAOC 00007

RESPONSE TO DON RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS ON 
THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT FOR THE 
DRUM STORAGE AND LANDFILL AREA - EPA HAS NO 
FURTHER COMMENTS (SEE RECORD #1993 - EPA 
COMMENTS & #2020 - RESPONSE TO EPA)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA06-07-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002075 CAOC 00007
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

FIRST QUARTER 2001 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT (SEE RECORD #2098 - 
CRWQCB COMMENTS)

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-08-2001
REPORT
42

AR_M62204_002076 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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FINAL INDOOR AIR SAMPLING PLAN - NEBO NORTH YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-15-2001
REPORT
61

AR_M62204_002077 BLDG 0000027
WAREHOUSE 
0001A
WAREHOUSE 
0001B
WAREHOUSE 
0001C
WAREHOUSE 
0002
WAREHOUSE 
0003
WAREHOUSE 
0004

NOTIFICATION THAT RESPONSES TO CRWQCB 
COMMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 
REPORT HAVE BEEN ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED AND A 
POST-CLOSURE PLAN SHOULD NOW BE IMPLEMENTED

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-16-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002078 CAOC 00007
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT PILOT TEST WORK PLAN, REVISION 0, PHASE 2 
AS/SVE PILOT TEST (SEE RECORD # 2026 - RESPONSE 
TO COMMENTS & #2080 - RESPONSE TO THIS LETTER)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-16-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002079 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

SUBMISSION OF PAGE 3 OF 28 MARCH 2001 CTE 
LETTER CONTAINED IN THE CAOC 7 CONSTRUCTION 
COMPLETION REPORT AND SECTION 3 OF THE DRAFT 
CAOC 35 CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT (SEE 
RECORD #2021 - MARCH 13,  & # 2024 - CAOC 35 
REPORT) [WITHOUT ENCLOSURES]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-25-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002081 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

RESPONSE TO LETTERS OF 16 JUNE 2001 REGARDING 
THE DRAFT AS/SVE PILOT TEST WORK PLAN AND THE 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT (SEE RECORD 
#2078 AND #2079 - LETTERS)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-26-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002080 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00035
OU 0000002
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

DATA REPORTS - NEP-2 SAMPLES OF FREE PRODUCT 
AND UNDERLYING GROUNDWATER

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

07-09-2001
REPORT
135

AR_M62204_002083 OU 0000002
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT INSTALLATION REPORT - 
DRY GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL 
DECOMMISSIONING AND REPLACEMENT AT THE 
YERMO ANNEX

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-12-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002086 CAOC 00037
OU 0000001

RESPONSE TO RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT FINAL AIR SPARGE/SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION 
(AS/SVE) PILOT TEST WORK PLAN (SEE RECORD 
#2026 - RESPONSES & #2027 - DRAFT FINAL AS/SVE 
PILOT TEST WORK PLAN)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-19-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002094 CAOC 00006

AGENDA, PRESENTATION MATERIALS, AND SIGN-IN 
SHEET FROM RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) 
MEETING HELD JULY 26, 2001

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-26-2001
MINUTES
23

AR_M62204_002095 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00037
CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004

SECOND QUARTER 2001 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT - OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO 
NORTH GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION SYSTEMS, REV. 
0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

08-08-2001
REPORT
40

AR_M62204_002087 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 
REPORT - CONSTRUCTION OF A MONOLITHIC LANDFILL 
CAP AT CAOC 35 (SEE RECORD # 2024 - REPORT & 
RECORD #2108 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-09-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002096 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

CERCLA AREAS OF CONCERN 20, 23, & 7 ANNUAL 
REPORT - PERFORM MAINTENANCE TASKS AT CAOC 20 
& 23 (SEE RECORD #2109 - DTSC COMMENTS)

YESBALDI BROS. CONSTRUCTION08-17-2001
REPORT
84

AR_M62204_002090 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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COMMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 
REPORT - CONSTRUCTION OF A MONOLITHIC LANDFILL 
CAP AT CAOC 35 (SEE RECORD # 2024 - 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA08-18-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002097 CAOC 00035

COMMENTS ON THE FIRST QUARTER 2001 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA SUMMARY 
REPORT (SEE RECORD #2076 - SUMMARY REPORT)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA08-23-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002098 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION WORK PLAN FOR THE YERMO ANNEX 
(SEE RECORD #2008 - DRAFT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION WORK PLAN)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA08-27-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002099 CAOC 00016
OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION WORK PLAN FOR THE YERMO ANNEX 
(SEE RECORD #2008 - DRAFT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION WORK PLAN)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-06-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_002091 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00016
OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON APPENDIX A DRAFT RESULTS OF 
GROUNDWATER FLOW SIMULATIONS USING MODFLOW 
AND THE DRAFT EXTRACTION WELL INSTALLATION 
WORK PLAN FOR THE YERMO ANNEX (SEE RECORD 
#2008 - WORK PLAN)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA09-14-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002092 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00016
OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT INSTALLATION REPORT - 
DRY GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL 
DECOMMISSIONING AND REPLACEMENT AT THE 
YERMO ANNEX {COMMENTS BY R. OKUDA GEOLOGIC 
SERVICES UNIT} (SEE RECORD #2028 - REPORT & 
#2112 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA09-17-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002100 CAOC 00037
OU 0000001

SECOND QUARTER 2001 INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT AND RECYCLING FACILITY 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA SUMMARY 
REPORT, REVISION 0  [CD COPY ENCLOSED]

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

09-18-2001
REPORT
87

AR_M62204_002160 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF PROJECT MANAGER 
FROM PHILLIP RAMSEY TO MARTIN HAUSLADEN

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-20-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002093

COMPILED RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
INSTALLATION REPORT - DRY GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING WELL DECOMMISSIONING AND 
REPLACEMENT AT THE YERMO ANNEX

YESGEOFON, INC.09-20-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002112 OU 0000001
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REVIEW AND NO COMMENTS ON THE CERCLA AREAS 
OF CONCERN 20, 23, & 7 ANNUAL REPORT (SEE 
RECORD #2090 - ANNUAL REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-03-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002109 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023

COMMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 
REPORT - CONSTRUCTION OF A MONOLITHIC LANDFILL 
CAP AT CAOC 35 (SEE RECORD # 2024 - REPORT, 
RECORD #2081 - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION & RECORD 
#2108 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-09-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002107 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

SUMMARY OF THE FIELD INSPECTION OF THE 
MONOLITHIC LANDFILL CAP AT CAOC 35

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-11-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002110 CAOC 00035

THIRD QUARTER 2001 INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT AND RECYCLING FACILITY 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA SUMMARY REPORT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

10-15-2001
REPORT
41

AR_M62204_002161 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMPILED RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
EXTRACTION WELL INSTALLATION WORK PLAN FOR 
THE YERMO ANNEX (SEE RECORD #2091 - COMMENTS 
BY CRWQCB, RECORD #2092 - COMMENTS BY DTSC, & 
RECORD #2099 - EPA COMMENTS)

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

10-16-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_002103 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00016
OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON THE CERCLA AREAS OF CONCERN 20, 
23, & 7 ANNUAL REPORT (SEE RECORD # 2090 - 
REPORT)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA11-07-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002118 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN, CALNEV PIPELINE 
COMPANY - BARSTOW TERMINAL, PROJ. NO. 154-008-03 
[CD COPY ENCLOSED]

YESVAPOR EXTRACTION 
TECHNOLOGY, INC.

11-30-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
16

AR_M62204_001062

THIRD QUARTER 2001 - MTBE DATA SUMMARY REPORT 
FOR THE YERMO ANNEX

NOFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

11-30-2001
REPORT
19

AR_M62204_002105 OU 0000001
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THIRD QUARTER 2001 - GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT AT YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO 
MAIN BASE

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

11-30-2001
REPORT
48

AR_M62204_002106 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF COMPILED RESPONSES TO 
REGULATOR COMMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTION 
COMPLETION REPORT (SEE RECORD #2096 - EPA 
COMMENTS; RECORD #2097 - DTSC COMMENTS; & 
RECORD #2116 - RESPONSE TO THESE RESPONSES)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION12-05-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
26

AR_M62204_002108 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

COMMENTS ON 1) ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING REPORT (GWMR) FOR YEAR 2000 2) 
DRAFT INSTALLATION REPORT FOR DRY 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING (GWM) WELL 
DECOMMISSIONING AND REPLACEMENT

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA12-10-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002207

FINAL INSTALLATION REPORT - DRY GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING WELL DECOMMISSIONING AND 
REPLACEMENT AT THE YERMO ANNEX [CD COPY 
ENCLOSED]

YESGEOFON, INC.12-11-2001
REPORT
531

AR_M62204_002113 "RIALTO" 
SEARCH - 
ROUND 1
OU 0000001

SAMPLING REPORT - OCTOBER 2001 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 09N/01E-
03P02S, 3610702-102 GACT, 3610702-103 GACT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

12-21-2001
REPORT
18

AR_M62204_001628

RESPONSE TO RESPONSES TO REGULATOR 
COMMENTS ON THE CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 
REPORT - RESPONSES HAVE ADEQUATELY 
ADDRESSED COMMENTS (SEE RECORD #2108 - 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-28-2001
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002116 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

ACTIVITY INTENDS TO FOLLOW THE SUBSTANTIVE 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE TREATMENT FACILITY 
INFLUENT MONITORING PORTION OF GENERAL BOARD 
ORDER NO. 6-93-106 REGARDING THE RESTARTING OF 
THE GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION, TREATMENT AND 
RECHARGE SYSTEM AT YERMO ANNEX

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-03-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002114 OU 0000001

FINAL INDOOR SAMPLING REPORT - JULY 2001, NEBO 
NORTH, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

01-14-2002
REPORT
117

AR_M62204_001623
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FOURTH QUARTER 2001 INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT AND RECYCLING FACILITY 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING DATA SUMMARY REPORT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

01-15-2002
REPORT
74

AR_M62204_002162 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT - 
CONSTRUCTION OF A MONOLITHIC LANDFILL CAP AT 
CAOC 35 (INCLUDES TRANSMITTAL LETTERS TO 
REGULATORS)

YESBALDI BROS. CONSTRUCTION01-18-2002
REPORT
333

AR_M62204_002024 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

SAMPLING REPORT - DECEMBER 2001 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 09N/01E-
03P02S, 3610702-102 GACT, 3610702-103 GACT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

01-28-2002
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_001626

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
PLAN UPDATE BY COMPANY CONTRACTED BY 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (SEE RECORD 
#2111 - DRAFT COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN UPDATE)

YESTECHLAW, INC.01-29-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002119

COMMENTS BY GEOLOGICAL SERVICES UNIT ON THE 
REVISED DRAFT EXTENDED RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT REPORT (SEE RECORD #2006 - REVISED 
DRAFT FACILITY ASSESSMENT REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-04-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002132 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SAMPLING REPORT - JANUARY 2002 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 09N/01E-
03P02S, 3610702-102 GACT, 3610702-103 GACT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

02-08-2002
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_001627

COMMENTS ON THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN 
UPDATE, DATED 7 DECEMBER 2001 (SEE RECORD # 
2111 - CRP & RECORD # 2129 - RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-25-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002122

FOURTH QUARTER 2001 METHYL TERTIARY BUTYL 
ETHER (MTBE) SUMMARY REPORT

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

03-01-2002
REPORT
24

AR_M62204_001625 OU 0000001
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FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (SAP), REVISION 
2, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) OF YERMO, 
NEBO SOUTH, GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION 
SYSTEMS (***SEE COMMENTS)

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

03-11-2002
REPORT
230

AR_M62204_002125 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 
2001 - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, 
NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEM, VOLUMES 1-4 OF 4 [CD COPY 
ENCLOSED]

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

03-29-2002
REPORT
3406

AR_M62204_002124 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS PLAN UPDATE, REV. 0 {COMMENTS BY 
RWQCB, US EPA, EPA CONTRACTOR - TECHLAW, & 
DTSC} (SEE RECORD #2119 - TECHLAW/EPA 
COMMENTS & RECORD #2122 - DTSC COMMENTS)

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

04-19-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_002129

NOTIFICATION THAT EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT THE 
SELECTED REMEDY, A LANDFILL CAP FOR CAOC 35, IS 
OPERATING PROPERLY AND SUCCESSFULLY (SEE 
RECORD #2117 - DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION REPORT & 
#2024 - CAOC 35 CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION 
REPORT)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-23-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002130 CAOC 00035
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
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FINAL EXTENDED RESOURCE, CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT FACILITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
(INCLUDES SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER)

YESSOTA ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY

05-15-2002
REPORT
1045

AR_M62204_002131 AOC N-2
AOC Y-7
BLDG 0000053
BLDG 0000066
BLDG 0000196
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
SWMU 00009-50
SWMU 00009-51
SWMU 00009-60
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-13
SWMU 00010-20
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-32
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-37
SWMU 00010-38
SWMU 00010-39
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-43
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-80

TRANSMITTAL OF COMMENTS BY HUMAN AND 
ECOLOGICAL RISK UNIT ON THE REVISED DRAFT 
EXTENDED RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
REPORT (SEE RECORD #2006 - REVISED DRAFT 
FACILITY ASSESSMENT REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-15-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
23

AR_M62204_002133 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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FIRST QUARTER 2002 METHYL TERT-BUTYL ETHER 
(MTBE) DATA SUMMARY REPORT, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-28-2002
REPORT
19

AR_M62204_001631 OU 0000001

FIRST QUARTER 2002 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT, OPERABLE UNIT 1 AND 2, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, NEBO 
SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS [CD COPY ENCLOSED]

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-28-2002
REPORT
56

AR_M62204_002136 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SEMI-ANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING AND 
INTERIM CORRECTIVE ACTION MEASURES REPORT, 
CALNEV PIPE LINE COMPANY - BARSTOW TERMINAL, 
SECOND QUARTER 2002 [CD COPY ENCLOSED]

YESCH2M HILL07-01-2002
REPORT
138

AR_M62204_000876

CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE OF THE FINAL EXTENDED 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT 
(RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT REPORT PROVIDED 
THAT COMMENTS BY DR. CHRISTOPHER, D.B.A.T. BE 
INCLUDED IN THE FORTHCOMING REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-09-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002139 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

MEMORANDUM DISCUSSING THE REDUCTION IN 
SAMPLING FREQUENCY FOR GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING WELLS AT OPERABLE UNITS 1 AND 2

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

07-19-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002138 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REVIEW AND CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE OF THE 
FINAL EXTENDED RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) FACILITY ASSESSMENT 
REPORT (SEE RECORD # 2006 - FINAL FACILITY 
ASSESSMENT REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA08-08-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002140 AOC N-2
AOC Y-7
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
SWMU 00009-50
SWMU 00009-51
SWMU 00009-60
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-37
SWMU 00010-38
SWMU 00010-39
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-80

FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT PREPARED IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH LAHONTAN REGION WATER 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT 
ORDER (CAO) NUMBER 6-99-15 (WDID NO. 
6B369501N01) - REPORT PREPARED BASED ON 
FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN DATED 17 MAY 2002 
(INCLUDES CD)

YESVAPOR EXTRACTION 
TECHNOLOGY, INC.

09-30-2002
REPORT
317

AR_M62204_000428

GROUNDWATER SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT - 
CALNEV PIPELINE COMPANY, LLC. - BARSTOW 
TERMINAL SITE (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

YESCH2M HILL10-01-2002
REPORT
411

AR_M62204_000429 WELL MW-31
WELL MW-32
WELL MW-33
WELL MW-34
WELL MW-35
WELL MW-36
WELL MW-37
WELL MW-38
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ANNUAL MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE REPORT 
FOR CERCLA AREAS OF CONCERN 20, 23, 7, & 35; 
YERMO AND NEBO ANNEX [INCLUDES SWDIV 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER] (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

YESURS CORPORATION11-01-2002
REPORT
64

AR_M62204_002167 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006

SECOND/THIRD QUARTER 2002 GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING DATA SUMMARY REPORT, OPERABLE 
UNITS 1 AND 2; OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF 
YERMO, NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH 
GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION SYSTEMS

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

11-04-2002
REPORT
54

AR_M62204_002166 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR OPERABLE 
UNIT 7 (SEE RECORD #2164 - DRAFT WORK PLAN RI/FS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-05-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
40

AR_M62204_002170 BLDG S-338
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
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FINAL COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN UPDATE, 
REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

12-16-2002
REPORT
111

AR_M62204_002172 CAOC 00001
CAOC 00002
CAOC 00003
CAOC 00004
CAOC 00005
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00008
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00011
CAOC 00012
CAOC 00013
CAOC 00014
CAOC 00015
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00017
CAOC 00018
CAOC 00019
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00021
CAOC 00022
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00024
CAOC 00025
CAOC 00026
CAOC 00027
CAOC 00028
CAOC 00029
CAOC 00030
CAOC 00031
CAOC 00032
CAOC 00033
CAOC 00034
CAOC 00035
CAOC 00036
CAOC 00037
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CAOC 00038
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER SITE 
INVESTIGATION REPORT - CALNEV PIPELINE 
COMPANY, LLC. - BARSTOW TERMINAL

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-17-2002
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000433

COMMENTS ON THE FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT FOR 
CALNEV PIPELINE COMPANY, LLC., BARSTOW 
TERMINAL

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-06-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000431

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT VINYL CHLORIDE 
INVESTIGATION REPORT AND CONCURS THAT VINYL 
CHLORIDE DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE OF CONCERN AT 
THIS TIME

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-07-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002261

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT VINYL 
CHLORIDE INVESTIGATION REPORT.  DTSC REQUESTS 
THAT A MORE COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION FOR 
VINYL CHLORIDE BE PERFORMED AS OUTLINED IN 
ENCLOSURE A

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-17-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002262
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FINAL WORK PLAN FOR SITE INVESTIGATION OF UST 
SITES T-22A AND B, -197, AND -354 AND FOURTEEN 
MTBE COLLECTION SITES AND PRELIMINARY 
ASSESSMENT OF THERMAL ANOMALIES TA-32, -33, 
AND -34

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.01-29-2003
REPORT
317

AR_M62204_000029 UST T-10
UST T-189A
UST T-196
UST T-197
UST T-213A
UST T-213B
UST T-213C
UST T-225A
UST T-225B
UST T-227
UST T-22A
UST T-22B
UST T-22D
UST T-354
UST T-441
UST T-476A
UST T-476B
UST T-476C
UST T-558A
UST T-588B
UST T-590D
UST T-598
UST T-614

COMMENTS ON DRAFT CERCLA AREA OF CONCERN 
(CAOC) 6 PHASE 2 AS/SVE PILOT TEST REPORT, 
REVISION 1 FOR OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 2

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-05-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_000424 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL LETTER OF THE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT CERCLA AREA OF CONCERN 6 PHASE 2 AS/SVE 
PILOT TEST REPORT, REVISION 1 (W/ENCLOSURE) 
{SEE RECORD # 2168 -  DRAFT CERCLA AREA OF 
CONCERN 6 PHASE 2 AS/SVE PILOT TEST REPORT, 
REVISION 1}

YESTECHLAW, INC.02-10-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000359 CAOC 00006

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN SOIL VAPOR 
EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING PILOT TESTS FOR 
THE NORTH VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND 
GROUNDWATER PLUME

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-18-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000104 OU 0000002
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORKPLAN FOR SOIL 
VAPOR EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING PILOT TESTS, 
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 2

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-24-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000425 OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR SITE 
INVESTIGATION OF UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 
SITES T-22A AND B, -197, AND -354 AND PRELIMINARY 
ASSESSMENT OF THERMAL ANOMALIES, TA-32, -33, 
AND -34

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-26-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_000297 TA 32
TA 33
TA 34
UST B-197
UST B-354
UST T-22A
UST T-22B

TRANSMITTAL OF THE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
EVALUATION OF LOW-FLOW AND CONVENTIONAL 
SAMPLING RESULTS FOR VOCS, CAOC 6, OPERABLE 
UNIT (OU) 2 (W/ENCLOSURE) {SEE RECORD # 25 - 
DRAFT EVALUATION OF LOW-FLOW AND 
CONVENTIONAL SAMPLING RESULTS}

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-26-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000381 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

TECHLAW'S COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LOW-FLOW 
AND CONVENTIONAL SAMPLING RESULTS [INCLUDES 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

YESTECHLAW, INC.02-26-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000421 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

TECHLAW'S COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORKPLAN 
FOR SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING 
PILOT TESTS, OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 2, NORTH 
VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPUND GROUNDWATER PLUME 
[INCLUDES TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

YESTECHLAW, INC.02-26-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_000422 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE FINAL WORKPLAN FOR SITE 
INVESTIGATION OF UST SITES T-22A AND B, -197, AND -
354 AND FOURTEEN MTBE COLLECTION SITES AND 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF THERMAL ANOMALIES 
TA-32, -33, AND -34 (SEE RECORD #29 - FINAL WORK 
PLAN FOR SITE INVESTIGATION)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-28-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000111 TA 32
TA 33
TA 34
UST 0000197
UST 0000354
UST T-22A
UST T-22B

FINAL VINYL CHLORIDE INVESTIGATION REPORT (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.02-28-2003
REPORT
309

AR_M62204_000420
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BENCH-SCALE TEST REPORT, ADVANCED OXIDATION 
BY 03/H2O2 AT THE YERMO ANNEX, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

03-07-2003
REPORT
49

AR_M62204_002263 OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT CERCLA AREA OF 
CONCERN 6 PHASE 2 AS/SVE PILOT TEST REPORT, 
REV. 1.  DEFERRING COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
INTERIM REMEDIAL DESIGN/REMEDIAL ACTION 
WORKPLAN AND NO COMMENTS ON THE FINAL VINYL 
CHLORIDE INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-11-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001157 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL WORK PLAN 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR 
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 7

YESTECHLAW, INC.03-25-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000591 OU 0000007

FOURTH QUARTER 2002 - MTBE DATA SUMMARY 
REPORT FOR THE YERMO ANNEX, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

03-31-2003
REPORT
19

AR_M62204_000426 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN 
SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING PILOT 
TEST, NORTH VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND PLUME 
[INCLUDES SWDIV EMAIL TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-02-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_000434 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR SITE INVESTIGATION OF 
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK SITES T-22A AND B, -
197, AND -354 AND FOURTEEN MTBE COLLECTION 
SITES AND PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF THERMAL 
ANOLMALIES (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-02-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001488 OU 0000002
TA 32
TA 33
TA 34
UST T-197
UST T-22A
UST T-22B
UST T-354

REVIEW OF BENCH SCALE TEST REPORT, ADVANCED 
OXIDATION BY OZONE/HYDROGEN PEROXIDE AT THE 
YERMO ANNEX AND REQUEST THAT ALL COMMENTS 
BE ADDRESSED AND A REVISED REPORT BE 
SUBMITTED TO DTSC FOR REVIEW

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA04-02-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002264 OU 0000001
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FINAL WORK PLAN - SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION AND AIR 
SPARGING PILOT TESTS, NORTH VOLATILE ORGANIC 
COMPOUND GROUNDWATER PLUME (INCLUDES 
RESPONSE TO DTSC, TECHLAW, INC. AND CRWQCB 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN) [CD COPY 
ENCLOSED]

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.04-21-2003
REPORT
341

AR_M62204_000430 OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 
SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT, CALNEV PIPELINE 
COMPANY, L.L.C., BARSTOW TERMINAL, DAGGETT 
(INCLUDES STAFF REPORT TABLES) [RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS WERE NOT RECEIVED IN THE 
RESTORATION RECORDS FILE]

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-23-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_000618

COMMENTS ON THE RESPONSE TO RWQCB 
COMMENTS ON THE FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, 
CALNEV PIPELINE COMPANY, LLC, BARSTOW 
TERMINAL, DAGGETT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-23-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000841

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL WORK PLAN - SOIL VAPOR 
EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING PILOT TESTS, NORTH 
VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND GROUNDWATER  
PLUME (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 430)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-23-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002774 OU 0000002

FINAL WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR OPERABLE 
UNIT 7 CAOCS 9.60, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39, N-2 
AREA 1, AND 10 [INCLUDES SWDIV TRANSMITTAL 
LETTER]

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.04-29-2003
REPORT
556

AR_M62204_000037 CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007

COMMENTS ON THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
MANUAL ON-BASE DRINKING WATER SYSTEMS (YDW-5 
AND YDW-6) YERMO ANNEX AND OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE MANUAL OFF-BASE DRINKING WATER 
SYSTEMS (YOUNTS AND HODGES) YERMO ANNEX (SEE 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS - RECORD # 2572)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-02-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_001786 WELL YDW-5
WELL YSW-6
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CONCURS WITH THE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK 
PLAN FOR DRILLING AND INSTALLATION OF A DUAL-
SCREENED GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL, 
YERMO SOUTH PLUME, OPERABLE UNIT 1, YERMO 
ANNEX

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-06-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001230 OU 0000001

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF CHANGE PAGES 
FOR THE FINAL WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR OPERABLE 
UNIT 7 CAOCS 9.60, 10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39, N-2 
AREA 1, AND 10

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-06-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001244 CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007

CONCURS WITH THE PROPOSED OBJECTIVES AND 
PROCEDURES AS STATED IN THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM - SOIL GAS SAMPLING OF EXISTING 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS, YERMO ANNEX 
AND NEBO MAIN BASE

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-06-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001902

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR DRILLING 
AND INSTALLATION OF A DUAL-SCREENED 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL, YERMO SOUTH 
PLUME, OPERABLE UNIT 1, YERMO ANNEX

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-12-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001210 OU 0000001

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM - SOIL GAS SAMPLING OF EXISTING 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS, YERMO ANNEX 
AND NEBO MAIN BASE

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-13-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001772

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT INSTALLATION REPORT 
FOR DEEP MULTI-PORT GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
WELL Y15-4, YERMO ANNEX

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-15-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001096 WELL Y15-4

COMMENTS ON THE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK 
PLAN SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING 
PILOT TESTS FOR THE NORTH VOLATILE ORGANIC 
COMPOUND GROUNDWATER PLUME

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-15-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001969 OU 0000002

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 268 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

FIRST QUARTER 2003 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT, OPERABLE UNIT 1 AND 2, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, NEBO 
SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS, REVISION 0 {CD COPY 
ENCLOSED}

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

05-16-2003
REPORT
58

AR_M62204_001669 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FIRST QUARTER 2003 METHYL TERT-BUTYL ETHER 
(MTBE) DATA SUMMARY REPORT, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

05-16-2003
REPORT
20

AR_M62204_001744 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN 
FOR DRILLING AND INSTALLATION OF A DUAL-
SCREENED GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL, 
YERMO SOUTH PLUME, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-06-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001160 WELL GEW-14

FINAL WORK PLAN FOR DRILLING AND INSTALLATION 
OF A DUAL-SCREEN GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
WELL, YERMO SOUTH PLUME, REVISION 0 (SEE 
RECORD #2183 - DRAFT LETTER ADDENDUM)

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-06-2003
REPORT
54

AR_M62204_001668 OU 0000001

LETTER REGARDING REVIEW OF RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS ON FINAL WORK PLAN VAPOR 
EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING PILOT TESTS 
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 2 (SEE RECORD # 434)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA06-11-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002181 OU 0000002

FINAL INSTALLATION REPORT FOR DEEP MULTI-PORT 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL Y15-4, YERMO 
ANNEX, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-13-2003
REPORT
124

AR_M62204_001204 WELL Y15-4

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
INSTALLATION REPORT FOR DEEP MULTI-PORT 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL Y15-4, YERMO 
ANNEX (SEE RECORD # 1096 - COMMENTS)

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-13-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001205 WELL Y15-4

FINAL TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM - SOIL GAS 
SAMPLING OF EXISTING GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
WELLS, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-20-2003
REPORT
23

AR_M62204_001227 CAOC 00006

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM - SOIL GAS SAMPLING OF EXISTING 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

06-20-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001276 CAOC 00006
WELL YS-15-1
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LETTER REPORT REGARDING THE REEVALUTION OF 
ARSENIC SOIL BACKGROUND

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.06-30-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
61

AR_M62204_002176

ARCHIVE SEARCH REPORT - METHYL TERTIARY-BUTYL 
ETHER (MTBE) DATA, YERMO ANNEX [INCLUDES SWDIV 
MEMORANDUM] {CD COPY ENCLOSED}

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-01-2003
REPORT
58

AR_M62204_002254

REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE IN IDENTIFYING 
POTENTIAL SOURCES OF EMERGENT CHEMICALS IN 
SOIL, GROUNDWATER OR SURFACE WATER

YESCRWQCB - SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, 
CA

07-03-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002177 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 1

APPROVAL TO CONSTRUCT AN ADDITIONAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELL

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - 
BARSTOW, CA

07-03-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002178

COMMENTS ON THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
MANUAL ON-BASE DRINKING WATER SYSTEMS (YDW-5 
AND YDW-6) YERMO ANNEX AND OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE MANUAL OFF-BASE DRINKING WATER 
SYSTEMS (COUNTS AND HODGES) YERMO ANNEX (SEE 
COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-11-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_001630 WELL YDW-5
WELL YDW-6

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
EVALUATION OF LOW-FLOW AND CONVENTIONAL 
SAMPLING RESULTS FOR VOCS, CAOC 6, OPERABLE 
UNIT (OU) 2

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

07-31-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_001297 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING REPORT FOR 2002 OPERABLE UNITS 1 
AND 2, REVISION 0

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA08-06-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_001775 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SECOND QUARTER 2003 MTBE DATA SUMMARY 
REPORT AT THE YERMO ANNEX

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

08-22-2003
REPORT
20

AR_M62204_001440 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SECOND QUARTER 2003 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT FOR THE OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO 
NORTH GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION SYSTEMS

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

08-22-2003
REPORT
51

AR_M62204_001443 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM FOR THE MODIFICATIONS 
TO GROUNDWATER SAMPLING FREQUENCIES

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

08-28-2003
REPORT
16

AR_M62204_001412 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL EVALUATION OF LOW-FLOW AND 
CONVENTIONAL SAMPLING RESULTS FOR VOCS, CAOC 
6, OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 2, REVISION 0

YESFOSTER WHEELER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION

09-03-2003
REPORT
37

AR_M62204_001517 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002

CONCURS WITH THE CONCLUSIONS PRESENTED IN 
THE REEVALUATION OF ARSENIC BACKGROUND 
CONCENTRATIONS

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-15-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001740

COMPILATION OF COMMENTS ON THE FIRST AND 
SECOND QUARTER 2003 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT AND FIRST AND SECOND 
QUARTER 2003 MTBE DATA SUMMARY REPORT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA10-23-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001784 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

ANNUAL MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE REPORT 
FOR CAOC'S 20, 23, 7, AND 35

YESURS CORPORATION11-01-2003
REPORT
62

AR_M62204_002180 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
SITE 00035

COMMENTS ON THE TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM FOR 
THE MODIFICATIONS TO GROUNDWATER SAMPLING 
FREQUENCIES

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA11-14-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001781 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTIFICATION REGARDING CALNEV PIPELINE 
COMPANY, BARSTOW - DAGGETT TERMINAL 
GROUNDWATER CLEANUP PROJECT

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA12-18-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002196

COMMENTS ON THE ANNUAL MONITORING AND 
MAINTENANCE REPORT CERCLA AREAS OF CONCERN 
(CAOC)S 7, 20, 23 AND 35

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-31-2003
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002197 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

COMMENTS ON THE TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM - 
IMPRACTICABILITY OF OFF-BASE GROUNDWATER 
EXTRACTION WELLS

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-21-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002198 CAOC 00006
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26 JANUARY 2004 MEETING MINUTES FOR THE METHYL 
TERT BUTYL-ETHER (MTBE) TECHNICAL MEETING WITH 
DEPARTMENT OF NAVY AND MARINE CORPS AND 
KINDER MORGAN ENERGY PARTNERS [INCLUDES 
SWDIV TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION01-26-2004
MINUTES
4

AR_M62204_002203

NO FURTHER COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN 
FOR SITE INVESTIGATION OF UNDERGROUND 
STORAGE TANK SITES T-22A AND B, -197, AND -354 AND 
FOURTEEN MTBE COLLECTION SITES AND 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF THERMAL 
ANOLMALIES, TA-32, -33, AND -34

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-04-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002265 CAOC 00010-39
TA 32
TA 33
TA 34
UST T-197
UST T-22A
UST T-22B
UST T-354

NO COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED AND MOVING AHEAD 
TO MAKE DRAFT FINAL WORK PLAN FOR SITE 
INVESTIGATION OF UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 
AND FOURTEEN MTBE COLLECTION SITES AND 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF THERMAL ANOLMALIES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-04-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002266 TA 32
TA 33
TA 34
UST T-197
UST T-22A
UST T-22B
UST T-354

TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT COVER PAGE 
CONVERTING THE DRAFT SITE INVESTIGATION 
REPORT, DATED 26 SEPTEMBER 2003, TO DRAFT FINAL 
(ENCLOSURE WAS INSERTED IN THE DOCUMENT) 
DRAFT FINAL, DATED 5 FEBRUARY 2004, WAS 
CONVERTED TO FINAL

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION02-09-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002755 UST B-197
UST B-354
UST T-22A

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM - IMPRACTICABILITY OF OFF-BASE 
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION WELLS, REVISION 0

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.03-16-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002187

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 272 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

FINAL SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR UST SITES T-
22A AND B, -197, AND -354 AND FOURTEEN METHYL 
TERT-BUTYL ETHER (MTBE) COLLECTION SITES

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.03-23-2004
REPORT
521

AR_M62204_001629 SWMU 00009-54
SWMU 00009-73
SWMU 00009-75
SWMU 00010-44
SWMU 00010-60
SWMU 00010-61
SWMU 00010-65
SWMU 00010-67
SWMU 00010-68
SWMU 00010-9
UST T-197
UST T-22A
UST T-22B
UST T-354
WELL MW-1
WELL MW-2
WELL T-22A-
MW-1
WELL T-22A-
MW-3
WELL T-22A-
MW-4
WELL T-22B-
MW-1
WELL T-22B-
MW-3
WELL T-22B-
MW-4

REVIEW AND CONCURRENCE ON THE DRAFT 
INSTALLATION REPORT

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA04-28-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002237 OU 0000001
WELL Y9-4
WELL Y9-5

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR 
RECONFIGURATION OF GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION 
WELL

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA04-29-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002236 OU 0000001
WELL GEW-6

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 273 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

ANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 
2003 OPERABLE UNITS 1 AND 2, REVISION 0 - 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, NEBO 
SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS {CD COPY ENCLOSED}

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.05-05-2004
REPORT
128

AR_M62204_002232 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FOURTH QUARTER 2003 METHYL TERT-BUTYL ETHER 
(MTBE) DATA SUMMARY REPORT, REVISION 0 (SEE 
RECORD # 2240 - REVISION 1)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.05-05-2004
REPORT
24

AR_M62204_002233

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM, 
SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING PILOT 
TESTS, NORTH VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND 
GROUNDWATER PLUME

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-14-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002238 OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF REVISED FEDERAL FACILITIES 
AGREEMENT (FFA) SCHEDULE  (W/ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION05-17-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002244 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007

COMMENTS AND CONCURRENCE ON THE DRAFT 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT REPORT THERMAL 
ANOMALIES

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-20-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002239 TA 32
TA 33
TA 34

FOURTH QUARTER 2003 METHYL TERT-BUTYL ETHER 
(MTBE) DATA SUMMARY REPORT, REVISION 1 AT 
YERMO ANNEX (SEE RECORD # 2233 - FOURTH 
QUARTER 2003 METHYL TERT-BUTYL ETHER (MTBE) 
DATA SUMMARY REPORT) {CD COPY ENCLOSED}

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.05-28-2004
REPORT
25

AR_M62204_002240 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 274 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

ARCHIVE SEARCH REPORT METHYL TERTIARY-BUTYL 
ETHER (MTBE) "HOT" AREA DATA FOR YERMO ANNEX, 
REVISION 1 [CD COPY ENCLOSED] (SEE RECORD # 2254 
ARCHIVE SEARCH REPORT)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-01-2004
REPORT
135

AR_M62204_002297 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 2
AOC 000009-106
AOC 000009-107
AOC 000009-108
AOC 000009-109
AOC 000009-11
AOC 000009-110
AOC 000009-111
AOC 000009-112
AOC 000009-113
AOC 000009-114
AOC 000009-115
AOC 000009-116
AOC 000009-117
AOC 000009-118
AOC 000009-119
AOC 000009-122
AOC 000009-2
AOC 000009-3
AOC 000009-4
AOC 000009-5
AOC 000009-50
AOC 000009-51
AOC 000009-53
AOC 000009-54
AOC 000009-55
AOC 000009-56
AOC 000009-57
AOC 000009-58
AOC 000009-6
AOC 000009-61
AOC 000009-62
AOC 000009-63
AOC 000009-66
AOC 000009-67
AOC 000009-68
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AOC 000009-69
AOC 000009-7
AOC 000009-70
AOC 000009-71
AOC 000009-72
AOC 000009-75
AOC 000009-76
AOC 000009-77
AOC 000009-8
AOC 000009-9
AOC Y-2
AOC Y-4
AOC Y-6
AOC Y-7
OU 0000001
SWMU 00009-50
SWMU 00009-51
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00009-69
UST T-401
UST T-441
UST T-443
UST T-476A
UST T-478A
UST T-478B
UST T-479
UST T-484A
UST T-484B
UST T-558
UST T-579
UST T-580A
UST T-588A
UST T-590A
UST T-590B
UST T-590C
UST T-590D
UST T-614
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UST T-625
WELL YDW-6
WELL YDW-6A
WELL YDW-6S
WELL YS-20-2
WELL YS-23-12
WELL YS-23-13
WELL YS-23-16
WELL YS-23-17

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - MAY 2004 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT 
(INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.06-07-2004
REPORT
92

AR_M62204_002492 WELL 00004
WELL 00005

FINAL TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM, SOIL VAPOR 
EXTRACTION AND AIR SPARGING PILOT TESTS, NORTH 
VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND GROUNDWATER 
PLUME, VOLUMES I AND II OF II (CD COPY ENCLOSED) 
[INCLUDES REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING THE 
DRAFT, DATED 28 JUNE 2004, TO FINAL]

YESBECHTEL NATIONAL, INC.06-28-2004
REPORT
782

AR_M62204_002188 OU 0000002

FINAL PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 
THERMAL ANOMALIES TA-32, -33, AND -34, (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED) [INCLUDES REPLACEMENT PAGES DATED 
01 MARCH 2004 TO FINAL]

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.07-07-2004
REPORT
135

AR_M62204_002190 TA 32
TA 33
TA 34

NOTICE REGARDING CHANGES ON PROJECT 
MANAGERS

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-08-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002255

TRANSMITTAL OF THE ARCHIVE SEARCH REPORT 
METHYL TERTIARY-BUTYL ETHER (MTBE) "HOT" AREA 
DATA, REVISION 1 (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2297)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-12-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002792

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION ISOCONTOURS {CD COPY ENCLOSED} 
(THE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION ISOCONTOURS, 
DATED 11 FEBRUARY 2004 YERMO ANNEX, AND 07 
APRIL 2004 NEBO MAIN BASE, WERE NOT SUBMITTED 
TO THE RESTORATION RECORDS)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.07-13-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
28

AR_M62204_002250 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION ISOCONTOURS  (THE GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION ISOCONTOURS, DATED 11 FEBRUARY 
2004 YERMO ANNEX, AND 07 APRIL 2004 NEBO MAIN 
BASE, WERE NOT SUBMITTED TO THE RESTORATION 
RECORDS)

NOU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA07-13-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
10

AR_M62204_002609 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

NOTICE OF CHANGE OF PROJECT MANAGERS YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-15-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002256

28 JULY 2004 FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA) 
PROJECT MANAGERS MEETING MINUTES

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION07-28-2004
MINUTES
6

AR_M62204_002284

LETTER ON RIGHT OF WAY RESERVATION CACA-31081 
TO REVIEW ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
STIPULATIONS, BEFORE BEGINNING CONSTRUCTION

YESU.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT - 
BARSTOW, CA

07-29-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002257

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - JULY 2004 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT 
(INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.08-10-2004
REPORT
173

AR_M62204_002493 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

COMMENTS ON HISTORICAL GROUNDWATER 
ANALYTICAL DATA FOR RHYNES PROPERTY

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-19-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002258

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON QUARTERLY 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORTS - 16 MAY 2003 
AND 22 AUGUST 2003 {CD COPY ENCLOSED}

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.08-31-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_002249 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

SEMI ANNUAL 2004 MTBE DATA SUMMARY REPORT, 
REVISION 0 {CD COPY ENCLOSED}

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.08-31-2004
REPORT
18

AR_M62204_002253

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - AUGUST 2004 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.09-10-2004
REPORT
140

AR_M62204_002494 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
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FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT EXTENSION REQUEST 
FOR THE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-06-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002285 OU 0000007

ACCEPTANCE OF THE FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT 
EXTENSION REQUEST FOR THE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT (SEE 
RECORD # 2285 - FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT 
EXTENSION REQUEST)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-06-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002286 OU 0000007

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - SEPTEMBER 2004 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.10-08-2004
REPORT
174

AR_M62204_002495 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

REQUEST FOR AN ADDITIONAL 7 DAY EXTENSION ON 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
REPORT

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-18-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002287 OU 0000007

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT (SEE RECORD # 2246 - DRAFT 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA10-26-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
20

AR_M62204_002281 AREA 00010
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00060
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT (SEE RECORD # 2246 - DRAFT 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-28-2004
CORRESPONDENCE
22

AR_M62204_002280 AREA 00010
CAOC 00009
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00060
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - OCTOBER 2004 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.11-08-2004
REPORT
179

AR_M62204_002496 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - NOVEMBER 2004 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.12-08-2004
REPORT
176

AR_M62204_002497 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

COMPILATION OF RESPONSES TO THE REQUEST OF 
APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE 
REQUIREMENTS (ARAR)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-05-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
21

AR_M62204_002275 OU 0000007

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION  
REPORT (SEE RECORD # 2246 - DRAFT REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-05-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
26

AR_M62204_002276 AREA 00010
CAOC 00009-6
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
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FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - DECEMBER 2004 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.01-07-2005
REPORT
185

AR_M62204_002498 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - JANUARY 2005 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.02-08-2005
REPORT
175

AR_M62204_002499 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - FEBRUARY 2005 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.03-07-2005
REPORT
118

AR_M62204_002500 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - MARCH 2005 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT 
(INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.04-07-2005
REPORT
172

AR_M62204_002501 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

FINAL TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (TM) - MODIFICATION 
OF SAMPLING FREQUENCIES

YESTETRA TECH FW, INC.04-15-2005
REPORT
9

AR_M62204_002288 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESULTS OF PAST SAMPLING TESTS COMPLETED AT 
EXTRACTION WELL [INCLUDES SAMPLING RESULTS 
SUMMARY AND CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN AND 
THEIR RESPECTIVE REGULATORY LIMITS]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION04-18-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002289 WELL Y13-1

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM EVALUATION OF OFF BASE 
EXTRACTION PLAN (SEE RECORD # 2296 - REVIEW AND 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.04-22-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_002300 OU 0000001

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - APRIL 2005 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.05-06-2005
REPORT
31

AR_M62204_002433 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE IN THE REMEDIAL PROJECT 
MANAGER (RPM) TO GREG CASH

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-25-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002295
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FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - MAY 2005 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT 
(INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.06-02-2005
REPORT
172

AR_M62204_002436 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM - EVALUATION OF OFF-BASE 
EXTRACTION PLAN (SEE RECORD # 2283 - DRAFT 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-22-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002296 OU 0000001

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - JUNE 2005 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT 
(INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.07-05-2005
REPORT
176

AR_M62204_002435 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - JULY 2005 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT 
(INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.08-05-2005
REPORT
176

AR_M62204_002437 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

REQUEST FOR EXTENSIONS ON THE DRAFT FINAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT AND THE 
DRAFT FINAL OFF-BASE INSTALLATION TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM [INCLUDES LATEST SUMMARY OF 
ACTIVE DOCUMENTS AND FEDERAL FACILITIES 
AGREEMENT (FFA) SCHEDULE]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-08-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002299 OU 0000001
OU 0000007

COMPILATION OF RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT (SEE 
RECORDS # 2276, 2280 AND 2281 - COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT)

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.08-22-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
111

AR_M62204_002301 AREA 00010
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
2304)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION08-22-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002743 AREA 00010
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007

NOTICE OF DISCONTINUING TREATMENT OF AIR 
EMISSIONS AT THE CERCLA AREA OF CONCERN (CAOC)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-07-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002306 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00016

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - AUGUST 2005 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.09-09-2005
REPORT
160

AR_M62204_002434 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM FOR EVALUATION OF OFF-BASE 
EXTRACTION PLAN (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2307)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION09-16-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002795 OU 0000001

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF PROJECT MANAGER, 
THAT EFFECTIVE 12 SEPTEMBER 2005, MS. MANJULIKA 
CHAKRABARTI REPLACES MR. DOUG BAUTISTA AS THE 
PERMANENT PROJECT MANAGER

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA09-19-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002308
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FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT, 
VOLUMES I-II OF II [CD COPY ENCLOSED] {INCLUDES 
REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING THE DRAFT FINAL 
DATED AUGUST 2005 TO FINAL, AND ANALYTICAL 
DATA - PAPER ONLY}

YESBECHTEL ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.10-01-2005
REPORT
5893

AR_M62204_002304 AREA 00010
BLDG 0000007
BLDG 0000009
BLDG 0000066
BLDG 0000196
BLDG 0000197
BLDG 0000322
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
UST T-325
UST T-530A
UST T-530B

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - SEPTEMBER 2005 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT, 3610702-005 (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.10-07-2005
REPORT
169

AR_M62204_002442 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007

TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING 
THE DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 
DATED 1 AUGUST 2005 TO FINAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT DATED 01 OCTOBER 2005 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2304)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION10-20-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002744 AREA 00010
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
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FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - OCTOBER 2005 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT, 3610702-005

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.11-02-2005
REPORT
41

AR_M62204_002441 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - NOVEMBER 2005 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT, 3610702-005 (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.12-06-2005
REPORT
179

AR_M62204_002440 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007

APPROVAL OF DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR 
RECONFIGURATION OF GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION 
WELL GEW - 7 (SEE RECORD # 2305 - DRAFT WORK 
PLAN)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-07-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002311 OU 0000001
WELL GEW-7

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT EXPLANATION OF 
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
2312)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST12-16-2005
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002797 OU 0000001

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - DECEMBER 2005 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT, 3610702-005 (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.01-06-2006
REPORT
177

AR_M62204_002439 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007

DECEMBER 2005 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO 
MAIN BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION01-17-2006
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_002407 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) DRAFT - FINAL RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD), NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER, AND 2) 
DRAFT - FINAL PROPOSED PLAN, NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER (ENCLOSURES ARE RECORDS # 2314 
AND #2313)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST02-01-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002800 OU 0000002

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - JANUARY 2006 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT, 3610702-005 (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.02-06-2006
REPORT
178

AR_M62204_002443 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXPLANATION OF 
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES (SEE RECORD # 2312 - 
DRAFT EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICATN DIFFERENCES)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-14-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002315 OU 0000001

JANUARY MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO MAIN 
BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION02-14-2006
REPORT
9

AR_M62204_002408 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXPLANATION OF 
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES - OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 1, 
DATED 16 DECEMBER 2005 (DRAFT REPORT - # 2312; 
DTSC COMMENTS - # 2315; ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS - # 2331)

NOCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA02-22-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002576 OU 0000001

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - FEBRUARY 2006 YERMO 
ANNEX WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 
3610702-002, 3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT, 3610702-005 (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.03-06-2006
REPORT
175

AR_M62204_002444 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007

FEBRUARY 2006 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO 
MAIN BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION03-13-2006
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_002409 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

30-DAY EXTENSION PERIOD REQUEST FOR COMMENTS 
TO THE DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-29-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002332 OU 0000002

REVIEW AND CONCURRENCE WITH THE DRAFT FINAL 
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AND DRAFT FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN FOR NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER 
(SEE RECORD # 2314 - DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF 
DECISION, AND RECORD # 2313 - DRAFT FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA03-30-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002318 OU 0000002
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT - FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN, NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER AND 
DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION, NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER (SEE RECORD # 2313 - DRAFT FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN) [DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION WAS 
NOT RECEIVED IN THE RESTORATION RECORDS FILE]

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA03-30-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002319 OU 0000002

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT - FINAL PROPOSED PLAN, 
NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER (SEE RECORD # 2313 - 
DRAFT - FINAL PROPOSED PLAN)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-03-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002320 OU 0000002

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - MARCH 2006 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-
005 (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.04-06-2006
REPORT
179

AR_M62204_002438 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF REMEDIAL PROJECT 
MANAGER (RPM) FOR THE MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS 
BASE, BARSTOW

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST04-12-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002330

MARCH 2006 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO 
MAIN BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION04-13-2006
REPORT
9

AR_M62204_002410 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

FINAL SAMPLING REPORT - APRIL 2006 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004,3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-
005 (INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA)

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.05-10-2006
REPORT
267

AR_M62204_002445 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007

PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET, NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER (CD COPY ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD # 
2328 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.06-01-2006
FACT SHEET
6

AR_M62204_002329 OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF 1) DRAFT FINAL - FINAL PROPOSED 
PLAN FOR NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER AND 2) 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN (W/ ENCLOSURE 2) [ENCLOSURE 1 IS 
RECORD # 2321] (SEE RECORD# 2320 - COMMENTS & 
2324 - REVISED RESPONSES TO COMMENTS)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST06-02-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_002322 OU 0000002

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 287 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  
ON THE DRAFT - FINAL PROPOSED PLAN NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER, AND 2) DRAFT FINAL - FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER 
(ENCLOSURES ARE RECORD # 2446)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST06-02-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002801 OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) DRAFT FINAL - FINAL 
PROPOSED PLAN, NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER, 
REVISION 1, AND 2) REVISED RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN (W/ 
ENCLOSURE 2) [ENCLOSURE 1 IS RECORD # 2323] (SEE 
RECORD # 2322 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST DIVISION06-07-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
12

AR_M62204_002324 OU 0000002

SAMPLING REPORT - MAY 2006 YERMO ANNEX WATER 
SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 3610702-
003, 3610702-004,3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.06-07-2006
REPORT
29

AR_M62204_002432 WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006A
WELL 00007

28 JUNE 2006 INSTALLATION RESTORATION OPEN 
HOUSE PUBLIC MEETING ANNOUNCEMENT PUBLISHED 
IN THE BARSTOW LOG

YESBARSTOW LOG - BARSTOW, CA06-22-2006
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002379

TRANSMITTAL OF THE PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET, 
NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2329)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST06-23-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002328 OU 0000002

MAY 2006 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO MAIN 
BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION06-23-2006
REPORT
9

AR_M62204_002411 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

SAMPLING REPORT - JUNE 2006 YERMO ANNEX WATER 
SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 3610702-
003, 3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.07-07-2006
REPORT
73

AR_M62204_002383 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
WELL YDW-5
WELL YDW-6
WELL YDW-7
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF U.S. EPA, 
CRWQCB AND DTSC COMMENTS AND RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXPLANATION OF 
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES DATED 16 DECEMBER 2000 
(SEE RECORDS # 2315 AND # 2576 - COMMENTS)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST07-17-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002331 OU 0000001

SAMPLING REPORT - JULY 2006 YERMO ANNEX WATER 
SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 3610702-
003, 3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.07-28-2006
REPORT
72

AR_M62204_002384 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
WELL YDW-5
WELL YDW-6
WELL YDW-7

FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA) 5-DAY 
EXTENSION REQUEST FOR DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD) FOR NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST07-31-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002334 OU 0000002

JUNE 2006 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO MAIN 
BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION07-31-2006
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_002412 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

FINAL - FINAL PROPOSED PLAN, NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER (CD COPY ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD # 
2339 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

YESTETRA TECH EC, INC.08-01-2006
REPORT
17

AR_M62204_002340 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

FINAL - FINAL PROPOSED PLAN INSTALLATION 
RESTORATION PROGRAM NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER

YESTETRA TECH EM, INC.08-01-2006
REPORT
16

AR_M62204_002448 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL - FINAL PROPOSED PLAN, 
NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2340)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST08-11-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002339 OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AND 
2) DRAFT FINAL- FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 
FOR NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER (ENCLOSURES 1 
AND 2 ARE RECORD # 2344)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST08-18-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002343 OU 0000002
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JULY 2006 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO MAIN 
BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION08-25-2006
REPORT
8

AR_M62204_002413 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

SAMPLING REPORT - AUGUST 2006 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-
005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.08-28-2006
REPORT
65

AR_M62204_002385 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
WELL YDW-5
WELL YDW-6

FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD), NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER (CD COPY ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD # 
2367 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

YESTETRA TECH EC, INC.09-01-2006
REPORT
115

AR_M62204_002368 CAOC 00006
OU 0000002
SITE 00002
SITE 00003
SITE 00005
SITE 00009
SITE 00011
SITE 00017
SITE 00018
SITE 00019
SITE 00021
SITE 00023
SITE 00034
WELL NEP-5
WELL NS-6-3
WELL NS-6-4
WELL NS-6-6
WELL NS-6-7
WELL NS-6-8
WELL NS-6-A-1
WELL NS-6-A-2
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AUGUST 2006 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO 
MAIN BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION09-06-2006
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_002414 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION FOR DEVELOPMENT AND 
DELIVERY OF ECOLOGICAL RISK ANALYSIS AND RI 
SUPPLEMENT WORK PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-11-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002364 OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL RECORD OF DECISION 
(ROD), NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2368)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-20-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002367 OU 0000002

LETTER NOTING THAT THE BARSTOW RECORD OF 
DECISION (ROD) DOES NOT IDENTIFY SECTION III.G OF 
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
RESOLUTION 92-49 AS AN ARAR (INCLUDES THE 
AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE PAGE) [SEE RECORD # 
2368 - FINAL RECORD OF DECISION]

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA09-28-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002372 OU 0000002

ADOPTED RESOLUTION NO. R6V-2006-0039 
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO SIGN THE 
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER (SEE RECORD # 2368 - FINAL RECORD 
OF DECISION)

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-29-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002369 OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REPORT FOR THE 
RECONFIGURATION OF GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION 
WELL, REVISION 1 (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2370)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-29-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002799 WELL GEW-7

SAMPLING REPORT - SEPTEMBER 2006 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-
005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.10-02-2006
REPORT
63

AR_M62204_002386 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
WELL YDW-5
WELL YDW-6
WELL YDW-7

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE IN PROJECT MANAGER 
PURSUANT TO AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-13-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002373
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REVIEW AND CONCURRENCE WITH THE DRAFT FINAL - 
FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD), NEBO SOUTH 
GROUNDWATER (INCLUDES THE SIGNED SIGNATURE 
PAGE FROM THE ROD) [SEE RECORD # 2344 - DRAFT 
FINAL - FINAL RECORD OF DECISION]

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-26-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002374 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW OF THE FINAL RECORD OF DECISION (ROD), 
NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER (INCLUDES THE SIGNED 
SIGNATURE PAGE FROM THE ROD) [SEE RECORD # 
2368 - FINAL RECORD OF DECISION]

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-26-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002375 OU 0000002

SAMPLING REPORT - OCTOBER 2006 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-
005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.11-02-2006
REPORT
62

AR_M62204_002387 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
WELL YDW-5
WELL YDW-6
WELL YDW-7

NOTIFICATION OF APPOINTMENT OF CARMELA J. 
GONZALEZ AS NEW REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER 
(RPM)

YESMCLB BARSTOW - BARSTOW, CA11-14-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002401

OCTOBER 2006 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, NEBO 
MAIN BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION11-30-2006
REPORT
2

AR_M62204_002415 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

SAMPLING REPORT - NOVEMBER 2006 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-002, 
3610702-003, 3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-
103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-
005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.12-01-2006
REPORT
59

AR_M62204_002388 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
WELL YDW-5
WELL YDW-6
WELL YDW-7

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT WORK PLAN - 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
(SLERA) FOR SELECTED AREAS (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD #2381)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST12-12-2006
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002380 OU 0000007
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SAMPLING REPORT - DECEMBER 2006 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.01-09-2007
REPORT
94

AR_M62204_002389 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
WELL YDW-5
WELL YDW-6
WELL YDW-7

RE-ASSIGNMENT OF HERBERT W. JACKSON AS 
REMEMDIAL PROJECT MANAGER (RPM) OF LAHONTAN 
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD OF OU 2, 
NEBO SITE

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA01-30-2007
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002399 OU 0000002

SAMPLING REPORT - JANUARY 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.02-02-2007
REPORT
61

AR_M62204_002394

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN 
(WP), SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) 
AND SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT (SLERA) FOR SELECTED AREAS (***SEE 
COMMENTS)

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-27-2007
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_002511 OU 0000007

SEPTEMBER 2006 MONTHLY ACTIVITIES REPORT, 
NEBO MAIN BASE AND YERMO ANNEX

YESTERRA VAC CORPORATION02-28-2007
REPORT
11

AR_M62204_002416 CAOC 00007-1
CAOC 00007-2
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

SAMPLING REPORT - FEBRUARY 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005 (SEE 
COMMENTS.)

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.03-02-2007
REPORT
50

AR_M62204_002400 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007

LETTER REGARDING THE PROGRESS OF SCREENING 
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT/REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION SUPPLEMENT WORK PLAN

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST03-13-2007
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002404 OU 0000007
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN - 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
FOR SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2381 - DRAFT 
WORK PLAN - SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION)

YESU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA04-03-2007
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_002421 BLDG 0000196
BLDG 0000197
BLDG 0000322
OU 0000007

SAMPLING REPORT - MARCH 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.04-04-2007
REPORT
71

AR_M62204_002406 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION ON DEVELOPMENT AND 
DELIVERY OF DRAFT FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
SUPPLEMENT AND SCREENING ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT (ERA) WORK PLAN (WP)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST04-12-2007
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002417 OU 0000007

SAMPLING REPORT - APRIL 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.05-04-2007
REPORT
64

AR_M62204_002420

RE-ASSIGNMENT OF DOUGLAS FEAY AS REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGER (RPM) OF LAHONTAN REGIONAL 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD FOR NEBO SITE

YESCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA06-01-2007
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002424 OU 0000002

SAMPLING REPORT - MAY 2007 YERMO ANNEX WATER 
SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 3610702-
004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-
104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC06-04-2007
REPORT
60

AR_M62204_002422

SAMPLING REPORT - JUNE 2007 YERMO ANNEX WATER 
SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 3610702-
004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-
104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.07-04-2007
REPORT
59

AR_M62204_002429 SITE 00001

SAMPLING REPORT - JULY 2007 YERMO ANNEX WATER 
SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 3610702-
004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-
104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005 (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED)

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.08-04-2007
REPORT
62

AR_M62204_002431

SAMPLING REPORT - AUGUST 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.09-04-2007
REPORT
60

AR_M62204_002451
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SAMPLING REPORT - SEPTEMBER 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO.3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702- 005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.10-04-2007
REPORT
59

AR_M62204_002454

SAMPLING REPORT - OCTOBER 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.11-04-2007
REPORT
61

AR_M62204_002456

SAMPLING REPORT - NOVEMBER 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-
102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-104GACT, 3610702-
105GACT, 3610702-005

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.12-05-2007
REPORT
70

AR_M62204_002455

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL WORK PLAN - 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
FOR SELECTED AREAS (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2458)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST12-17-2007
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002457 OU 0000007

REQUEST FOR 30 CALENDAR DAY EXTENSION UNTIL 19 
FEBRUARY 2008 FOR REVIEW OF THE DRAFT FINAL 
WORK PLAN, SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION AND SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL 
RISK ASSESSMENT FOR SELECTED AREAS [SEE 
RECORD # 2458 - DRAFT FINAL WORK PLAN]

YESDTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-08-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002482 OU 0000007

SAMPLING REPORT - DECEMBER 2007 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 3610702 - 
003, 3610702 - 004, 3610702 - 102GACT, 3610702 - 
103GACT, 3610702 - 104GACT, 3610702 - 105GACT, 
3610702 - 005 (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.01-15-2008
REPORT
60

AR_M62204_002461

SAMPLING REPORT - JANUARY 2008 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005 (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED)

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.02-04-2008
REPORT
63

AR_M62204_002466 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007

FINAL SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN , UTILITIES 
MAPPING - SELECT REMEDIATION SYSTEMS, 
TREATMENT PLANT SITES (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

YESTETRA TECH EC, INC.02-27-2008
REPORT
201

AR_M62204_002472 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026

FINAL ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN, UTILITIES 
MAPPING - SELECT REMEDIATION SYSTEMS, 
TREATMENT PLANT SITES (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

YESTETRA TECH EC, INC.02-27-2008
REPORT
408

AR_M62204_002477 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026
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SAMPLING REPORT - FEBRUARY 2008 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005 
{INCLUDES ANALYTICAL DATA} (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.03-04-2008
REPORT
62

AR_M62204_002473 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007

FINAL REPORT ON-SITE HEATING OIL PLUME 
DELINEATION, NEBO MAIN BASE (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOAMERICAN INTEGRATED 
SERVICES, INC.

03-06-2008
REPORT
1167

AR_M62204_002779 BLDG 0000327
WELL AST-327-
MW-1
WELL AST-327-
MW-2
WELL AST-327-
MW-3
WELL AST-327-
MW-4
WELL AST-327-
MW-5
WELL NEP-2
WELL NNE-1
WELL NNE-10
WELL NNE-11D
WELL NNE-11S
WELL NNE-2
WELL NNE-3
WELL NNE-4
WELL NNE-5
WELL NNE-6
WELL NNE-7
WELL NNE-8D
WELL NNE-8S
WELL NNE-9
WELL NPZ-5

SAMPLING REPORT - MARCH 2008 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702 LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005 (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED)

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.04-04-2008
REPORT
40

AR_M62204_002484 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT WORK PLAN, HEATING 
OIL PLUME DELINEATIONS, NEBO MAIN BASE 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2503)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST04-16-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002502 BLDG 0000327

SAMPLING REPORT - APRIL 2008 YERMO ANNEX 
WATER SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 
3610702-004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 
3610702-104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005 (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED)

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.05-06-2008
REPORT
63

AR_M62204_002489 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT WORK PLAN, 
HEATING OIL PLUME DELINEATIONS, NEBO MAIN BASE 
(SEE RECORD # 2503 - DRAFT WORK PLAN)

NOCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA05-14-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002526 BLDG 0000327

SAMPLING REPORT - MAY 2008 YERMO ANNEX WATER 
SYSTEM NO. 3610702, LOCATIONS 3610702-003, 3610702-
004, 3610702-102GACT, 3610702-103GACT, 3610702-
104GACT, 3610702-105GACT, 3610702-005 (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED)

YEST N & ASSOCIATES, INC.06-04-2008
REPORT
61

AR_M62204_002506 WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007

FINAL ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN, HEATING OIL 
PLUME DELINEATION (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOT N & ASSOCIATES, INC.06-11-2008
REPORT
104

AR_M62204_002540 BLDG 0000327
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17 JUNE 2008 FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT (FFA) 
MEETING MINUTES (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOT N & ASSOCIATES, INC.06-17-2008
MINUTES
9

AR_M62204_002658 BLDG 0000050
BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00016
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00032
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
WELL GEW-13
WELL GEW-14
WELL GEW-15
WELL GEW-3
WELL GEW-7
WELL YIMW-5
WELL YS-20-1
WELL YS-20-2

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF REMEDIAL PROJECT 
MANAGER, FROM D. FEAY TO J. CASS, PURSUANT TO 
THE FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT

NOCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA07-23-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002527

COMMENTS ON THE FINAL CONSTRUCTION 
COMPLETION REPORT, NEBO NORTH PLUME SOURCE 
AREA, AIR SPARGING AND SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION 
SYSTEM, NEBO MAIN BASE

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-23-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002528 OU 0000002

FINAL ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN, UTILITIES 
MAPPING - SELECT REMEDIATION SYSTEMS, 
TREATMENT PLANT SITES (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOTETRA TECH EC, INC.08-01-2008
REPORT
420

AR_M62204_002529 CAOC 00006

REVISED RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DURING 
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD, DRAFT FINAL 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION REPORT, NEBO NORTH 
PLUME SOURCE AREA, AIR SPARGING AND SOIL 
VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM, NEBO MAIN BASE (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED) [***SEE COMMENTS]

NOT N & ASSOCIATES, INC.08-25-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002531 OU 0000002
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) DRAFT 2007 ANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT, AND THE 2) 
DRAFT ANNUAL 2007 METHYL TERT-BUTYL EITHER 
(MTBE) DATA SUMMARY REPORT, YERMO ANNEX 
(W/OUT ENCLOSURE) [***SEE COMMENTS]

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST08-25-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002532

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL WORK PLAN, HEATING OIL 
PLUME DELINEATION (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2751)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST08-25-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002750 BLDG 0000327

FINAL WORK PLAN, HEATING OIL PLUME DELINEATION 
(CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOAMERICAN INTEGRATED 
SERVICES, INC.

08-25-2008
REPORT
555

AR_M62204_002751 BLDG 0000327
WELL 00327-
MW-1
WELL 00327-
MW-2
WELL 00327-
MW-3
WELL 00327-
MW-4
WELL B327-MW-
5
WELL NNE-1
WELL NNE-2
WELL NNE-3
WELL NNE-4
WELL NNE-5
WELL NNE-6

FINAL SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN, UTILITIES 
MAPPING-SELECT REMEDIATION SYSTEMS AND 
TREATMENT PLANT SITES (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOTETRA TECH EC, INC.08-29-2008
REPORT
200

AR_M62204_002530 CAOC 00016
CAOC 00026

TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT FINAL LAND USE CONTROL 
REMEDIAL DESIGN, NEBO SOUTH GROUNDWATER (W/ 
OUT ENCLOSURE)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-30-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002537 OU 0000002
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TRANSMITTAL OF 1) DRAFT SEMIANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 2008, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, NEBO 
SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS; & 2) DRAFT SEMIANNUAL 2008 
MTBE DATA SUMMARY REPORT, YERMO ANNEX (W/ 
OUT ENCLOSURES)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST10-22-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002544 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL 2007 ANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2543)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST11-07-2008
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002542 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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FINAL SEMIANNUAL 2008 METHYL TERT-BUTYL ETHER 
(MTBE) DATA SUMMARY REPORT, YERMO ANNEX (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED)

NOT N & ASSOCIATES, INC.01-13-2009
REPORT
22

AR_M62204_002552 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
WELL GEW-12
WELL PMW-1
WELL PMW-11
WELL PMW-12
WELL PMW-2
WELL Y15-2
WELL Y15-3
WELL Y15-4-1
WELL Y15-4-2
WELL Y15-4-3
WELL Y15-4-4
WELL Y15-4-5
WELL Y15-4-6
WELL Y7-2
WELL Y7-3
WELL Y9-2
WELL Y9-3
WELL Y9-4
WELL Y9-5
WELL Y9-6
WELL Y9-7
WELL YDMW-1
WELL YDMW-3
WELL YDMW-5
WELL YIMW-1
WELL YIMW-3
WELL YIMW-5
WELL YIMW-7

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL SEMIANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 2008, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) OF YERMO, 
NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
2560)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST01-13-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002559 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL WORK PLAN FOR 
LANDFILL COVER REPAIRS AT LANDFILL DRAINAGE 
ENHANCEMENTS (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2551)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST01-14-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002550 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

FINAL WORK PLAN FOR LANDFILL COVER REPAIRS AT 
LANDFILL DRAINAGE ENHANCEMENTS (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED)

NOSES-TECH01-14-2009
REPORT
74

AR_M62204_002551 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

ANNUAL MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE REPORT (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD # 2555 - NAVFAC SW 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

NOSES-TECH01-30-2009
REPORT
80

AR_M62204_002556 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (SAP) (FIELD 
SAMPLING PLAN (FSP) AND QUALITY ASSURANCE 
PROJECT PLAN (QAPP)) BORROW SOURCE TESTING 
FOR LANDFILL COVER, EROSION CONTROL, AND 
OTHER INCIDENTAL REPAIR (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOSES-TECH02-01-2009
REPORT
73

AR_M62204_002562 CAOC 00035

TRANSMITTAL OF THE ANNUAL MONITORING AND 
MAINTENANCE REPORT (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
2556)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST02-02-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002555 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
PLAN (SAP) (FIELD SAMPLING PLAN (FSP) AND QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN (QAPP)) BORROW 
SOURCE TESTING FOR LANDFILL COVER, EROSION 
CONTROL, AND OTHER INCIDENTAL REPAIR 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2562)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST03-03-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002561

FINAL SITE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN (SHSP) 
MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOSES-TECH03-12-2009
REPORT
222

AR_M62204_002583 AOC 000007
AOC 000020
AOC 000023
AOC 000035

TRANSMITTAL OF THE WORK INSTRUCTION  - 
PROPOSED EROSION CONTROL ACTIVITIES, NEBO 
MAIN BASE (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2564)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST03-19-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002563 AOC 000010
AOC 000020
AOC 000023
AOC 000035
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WORK INSTRUCTION  - PROPOSED EROSION CONTROL 
ACTIVITIES, NEBO MAIN BASE (CD COPY ENCLOSED) 
[SEE RECORD # 2563 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL 
LETTER]

NOSES-TECH03-19-2009
REPORT
6

AR_M62204_002564 AOC 000010

ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN (APP) AND SITE-
SPECIFIC HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN (SSHP), 
PROPOSED CONTROL ACTIVITIES AND ONGOING 
LANDFILL LONG-TEM MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED)

NOSES-TECH03-20-2009
REPORT
15

AR_M62204_002565 AOC 000010

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT 
(FFA) PROJECT SCHEDULE UPDATE (W/ ENCLOSURE)

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST03-24-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002358 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007

REVIEW AND CONCURRENCE WITH THE 1) FINAL WORK 
PLAN FOR LANDFILL COVER REPAIRS AT LANDFILL 
DRAINAGE ENHANCEMENTS, AND 2) WORK 
INSTRUCTION  - PROPOSED EROSION CONTROL 
ACTIVITIES, NEBO MAIN BASE

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA03-24-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002581 CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

REVIEW AND CONCURRENCE WITH THE ANNUAL 
MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE REPORT

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA03-24-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002582 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE FINAL SEMIANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 2008, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) OF YERMO, 
NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS [CD COPY ENCLOSED]

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST06-01-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002664 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 2008 ANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA07-23-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002673 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
WELL 00010-38-
DS-17-5
WELL 00010-38-
DS-17-6
WELL T-197-
MW-1
WELL Y15-2

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 2008 
ANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT (CD 
COPY ENCLOSED)

NOT N & ASSOCIATES, INC.09-01-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002674 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT OPERATIONS AND 
MAINTENANCE MANUAL ADDENDUM NO. 5 [SEE 
RECORD # 2711 - FINAL OPERATIONS AND 
MAINTENANCE MANUAL ADDENDUM NO. 5]

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-01-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002710 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL ANNUAL 2008 METHYL 
TERT-BUTYL ETHER (MTBE) DATA SUMMARY REPORT, 
YERMO ANNEX (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2681)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-02-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002680

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FIELD ACTIVITIES REPORT - 
EROSION CONTROL ACTIVITIES AT NEBO MAIN BASE 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2688)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-14-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002687 CAOC 00010

FIELD ACTIVITIES REPORT - EROSION CONTROL 
ACTIVITIES AT NEBO MAIN BASE (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOSES-TECH09-14-2009
REPORT
43

AR_M62204_002688 CAOC 00010

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FIELD ACTIVITIES 
DOCUMENTATION REPORT - LANDFILL COVER REPAIRS 
AND LANDFILL DRAINAGE ENHANCEMENTS 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2716)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-14-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002715 AOC 000020
AOC 000023
AOC 000035

FIELD ACTIVITIES DOCUMENTATION REPORT - 
LANDFILL COVER REPAIRS AND LANDFILL DRAINAGE 
ENHANCEMENTS (CD COPY ENCLOSED) {INCLUDES 
REPLACEMENT PAGES ISSUED ON 02 DECEMBER 2009}

NOSES-TECH09-14-2009
REPORT
143

AR_M62204_002716 AOC 000020
AOC 000023
AOC 000035
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND SCREENING LEVEL 
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-15-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001640 OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) DRAFT SEMIANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 2009, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) OF YERMO, 
NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS, AND THE 2)  (***SEE 
COMMENTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-17-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002682 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM TRICHLOROETHENE (TCE) 
EXCEEDANCES AT PIEZOMETER NPZ-14, NEBO MAIN 
BASE (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2686)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-18-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002685

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2371 - DRAFT 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NODTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA10-27-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_001226 CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM, GROSS ALPHA EXCEEDANCES IN 
GROUNDWATER AT YERMO ANNEX (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2700)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST11-06-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002699 CAOC 00020
OU 0000003

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2371 - DRAFT 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NOU.S. EPA - SAN FRANCISCO, CA11-16-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_000774 OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING 
THE DRAFT FINAL 2008 ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
MONITORING REPORT, DATED 1 SEPTEMBER 2009, TO 
FINAL [SEE RECORD # 2671 - FINAL 2008 ANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT]

YESNAVFAC - SOUTHWEST11-16-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002702 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 305 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2371 - DRAFT 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA11-24-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_001039 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
OU 0000007
UST T-325

1 DECEMBER 2009 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING SUMMARY (INCLUDES AGENDA, SIGN IN 
SHEET, VARIOUS HANDOUTS, AND CD COPY)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

12-01-2009
MINUTES
127

AR_M62204_002818 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00016
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007
WELL GEW-14
WELL GEW-15
WELL GEW-16
WELL NSP-2

TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT PAGES FOR FIELD 
ACTIVITIES DOCUMENTATION REPORT - LANDFILL 
COVER REPAIRS AND LANDFILL DRAINAGE 
ENHANCEMENTS (REPLACEMENT PAGES WERE 
INSERTED IN DOCUMENT)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST12-02-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002724 AOC 000020
AOC 000023
AOC 000035

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT ADDENDUM 3 TO FINAL 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, REVISION 3 (FIELD 
SAMPLING PLAN / QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT 
PLAN) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO 
ANNEX (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2718)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST12-08-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002717

REQUEST TO ALLOW FOR TEMPORARY SHUTDOWN OF 
CERCLA AREAS OF CONCERN AIR SPARGE / SOIL 
VAPOR EXTRACTION (AS / SVE) SYSTEM, YERMO ANNEX

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST12-09-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002701 AOC 000016
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2371 - DRAFT 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NOCALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
FISH AND GAME - SACRAMENTO, 
CA

12-14-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_001448 BLDG S-338
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
CAOC Y-7
OU 0000007
SWMU 00009-6
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-37
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-80

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEMIANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 2009, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, NEBO 
SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA12-17-2009
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002725 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REPLACEMENT 
EXTRACTION WELL INSTALLATION WORK PLAN 
ADDENDUM 1, YERMO ANNEX (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD 
# 2706)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST01-04-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002705 OU 0000001
WELL GEW-16

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2371 - DRAFT 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA01-14-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_000775 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
OU 0000007
SWMU 00009-60
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TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING 
THE DRAFT OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL 
ADDENDUM NO. 5, DATED 1 SEPTEMBER 2009, TO 
FINAL [SEE RECORD # 2711 - FINAL OPERATIONS AND 
MAINTENANCE MANUAL ADDENDUM NO. 5]

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST01-19-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002712 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2371 - DRAFT 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NODTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA01-20-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_001368 BLDG S-338
OU 0000007
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-80

FINAL TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM, GROSS ALPHA 
EXCEEDANCES IN GROUNDWATER AT YERMO ANNEX 
(INCLUDES REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING THE 
DRAFT, DATED 06 NOVEMBER 2009, TO FINAL, AND CD 
COPY)

NOTETRA TECH EC, INC.02-05-2010
REPORT
55

AR_M62204_002700 AOC 000020
OU 0000003
WELL YS-20-1
WELL YS-20-2

TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING 
THE DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM, GROSS ALPHA 
EXCEEDANCES IN GROUNDWATER AT YERMO ANNEX, 
DATED 06 NOVEMBER 2009, TO FINAL (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2700)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST02-05-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002708 AOC 000020
OU 0000003

TRANSMITTAL OF 1) REPLACEMENT PAGES 
CONVERTING THE DRAFT SEMIANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT FOR 2009, 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, NEBO 
SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS, DATED 16 SEPTEMBER 2009, 
TO FINAL (***SEE COMMENTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST02-05-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002709 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
SEMIANNUAL GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT 
FOR 2009, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO, 
NEBO SOUTH, AND NEBO NORTH GROUNDWATER 
REMEDIATION SYSTEMS (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

02-05-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002726 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE RESPONSE TO 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
TCE EXCEEDANCES AT PIEZOMETER NPZ-14, NEBO 
MAIN BASE

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA02-09-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002714
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FINAL TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM TRICHLOROETHENE 
EXCEEDANCES AT PIEZOMETER NPZ-14, NEBO MAIN 
BASE (***SEE COMMENTS)

NOTETRA TECH EC, INC.02-17-2010
REPORT
64

AR_M62204_002686 AOC 000009
AOC 000010
AOC 000011
AOC 000012
AOC 000014
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
WELL 00189-
MW-1
WELL 00189-
MW-2
WELL 00189-
MW-3
WELL 00189-
MW-4
WELL NPZ-14
WELL NPZ-15
WELL NS-10-1
WELL NS-11-1
WELL T-197-
MW-1

TRANSMITTAL OF 1) RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
TRICHLOROETHENE EXCEEDANCES AT PIEZOMETER 
NPZ-14 (***SEE COMMENTS)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST02-17-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002713

FINAL REPLACEMENT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION WORK PLAN ADDENDUM 1, YERMO 
ANNEX (INCLUDES REPLACEMENT PAGES 
CONVERTING THE DRAFT, DATED 13 JANUARY 2010, TO 
FINAL AND CD COPY) {INCLUDES REPLACEMENT 
PAGES DATED 26 FEBRUARY 2010}

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

02-26-2010
REPORT
74

AR_M62204_002706 OU 0000001
WELL GEW-15
WELL GEW-16
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TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING 
DRAFT ADDENDUM 3 TO FINAL SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN, REVISION 3 (FIELD SAMPLING 
PLAN/QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN) 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF YERMO ANNEX, 
DATED 20 NOVEMBER 2009, TO FINAL

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST03-11-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002720

TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING 
THE DRAFT REPLACEMENT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION WORK PLAN ADDENDUM 1, YERMO 
ANNEX, DATED 13 JANUARY 2010, TO FINAL (SEE 
RECORD # 2706 - FINAL REPLACEMENT EXTRACTION 
WELL INSTALLATION WORK PLAN ADDENDUM 01)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST03-12-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002719 OU 0000001
WELL GEW-16

TRANSMITTAL OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION AND SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL 
RISK ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS; AND 
REQUEST FOR FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT 
REGULATORY CONCURRENCE

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST04-02-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_001962 OU 0000007

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

04-02-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
41

AR_M62204_001971 CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
OU 0000007
SWMU 00009-60

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND SCREENING LEVEL 
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS 
(SEE RECORD # 1971 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS)

NODTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA04-26-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_002159 CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
OU 0000007
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND SCREENING LEVEL 
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS 
(SEE RECORD # 1971 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA05-06-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002174 BLDG S-338
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
CAOC Y-7
OU 0000007
SWMU 00009-6
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-37
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-80

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT 2009 ANNUAL 
GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2733)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST06-18-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002732 OU 0000001
OU 0000002

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE REVIEW AND 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND SCREENING LEVEL 
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS 
(SEE RECORDS # 2159 AND 2174 - REVIEW AND 
COMMENTS ON THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

06-22-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002835 CAOC 00010-37
OU 0000007
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) FINAL REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS; AND 2) RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST07-09-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002738 AREA 00001
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
OU 0000007

SCHEDULE EXTENSION REQUEST FOR THE FINAL 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
AND SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA08-03-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000560 OU 0000007

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE FINAL REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2739 - FINAL 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NODTSC - SACRAMENTO, CA08-12-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002836 CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION REPORT, YERMO ANNEX (ENCLOSURE 
IS RECORD # 2731)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST08-17-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002730 OU 0000001
WELL GEW-16

FIELD ACTIVITIES REPORT - FOLLOW-ON EROSION 
CONTROL ACTIVITIES (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOSES-TECH08-31-2010
REPORT
21

AR_M62204_002735 AOC 000020
AOC 000023
AOC 000035
CAOC 00010
OU 0000004
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FIELD ACTIVITIES REPORT - 
FOLLOW-ON EROSION CONTROL ACTIVITIES 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2735)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-01-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002734 CAOC 00010

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE FINAL REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 2739 - FINAL 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA09-16-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
11

AR_M62204_002837 OU 0000007
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REVISED FINAL REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION AND SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL 
RISK ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS, VOLUMES I 
AND II OF II (INCLUDES REPLACEMENT PAGES 
CONVERTING THE FINAL REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL 
REMEDIAL **SEE COMMENTS**

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

09-22-2010
REPORT
2860

AR_M62204_002739 AOC Y-7
AREA 00001
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
OU 0000007
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-80
UST T-27A
UST T-27B
UST T-27C

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE FINAL REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

09-29-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
7

AR_M62204_002838 OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT TECHNICAL AND 
ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY REPORT, NEBO NORTH PLUME 
SOURCE AREA (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2742)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-30-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002741 OU 0000002

TRANSMITTAL OF THE FIELD ACTIVITIES 
DOCUMENTATION REPORT, LANDFILL REPAIRS, AND 
SOIL MOISTURE REPAIRS (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
2736)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST10-01-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002737

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) REVISED FINAL REPORT 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF SELECTED AREAS; AND 2) RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS ON THE FINAL REPORT

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST10-05-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000469 OU 0000007
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FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD 
SAMPLING PLAN AND QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT 
PLAN), HEATING OIL PLUME DELINEATION [CD COPY 
ENCLOSED]

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

10-05-2010
REPORT
279

AR_M62204_002767 BLDG 0000327

6 OCTOBER 2010 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING SUMMARY (INCLUDES AGENDA, VARIOUS 
HANDOUTS, AND CD COPY)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

10-06-2010
MINUTES
15

AR_M62204_002813 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007

REVIEW AND CONCURRENCE ON THE REVISED FINAL 
REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
AND SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS (SEE RECORD # 
2739 - REVISED FINAL REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA10-14-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002839 BLDG S-338
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2
CAOC Y-7
OU 0000007
SWMU 00009-6
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-37
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-80

TRANSMITTAL OF THE AMENDMENT 01 TO FINAL WORK 
PLAN FOR HEATING PLUME DELINEATION (ENCLOSURE 
IS RECORD # 2764)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST11-02-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
1

AR_M62204_002763 BLDG 0000327
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AMENDMENT 1 TO FINAL WORK PLAN FOR HEATING OIL 
PLUME DELINEATION (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

11-02-2010
REPORT
306

AR_M62204_002764 BLDG 0000327

FINAL EXTRACTION WELL INSTALLATION REPORT, 
YERMO ANNEX (INCLUDES REPLACEMENT PAGES 
CONVERTING THE DRAFT DATED 17 AUGUST 2010 TO 
FINAL AND CD COPY)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

11-09-2010
REPORT
62

AR_M62204_002731 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
WELL GEW-16

TRANSMITTAL OF REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING 
THE DRAFT EXTRACTION WELL INSTALLATION 
REPORT, YERMO ANNEX TO FINAL (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2731)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST11-09-2010
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002740 OU 0000001
WELL GEW-16

15 DECEMBER 2010 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING SUMMARY (INCLUDES AGENDA, VARIOUS 
HANDOUTS, AND CD COPY)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

12-15-2010
MINUTES
14

AR_M62204_002814 CAOC 00006
CAOC 00007
CAOC Y-7
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007
WELL OU2-T1-
ME-7-8

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING PLAY AND QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN), ADDITIONAL SAMPLING 
IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
[ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2760]

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST01-28-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002759 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
WELL NPZ-14
WELL NSP-2

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR 
COMPLETION OF THE BASELINE ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2762)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST01-28-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002761 OU 0000007

REQUEST FOR WELL ACCESS TO PERFORM WATER 
LEVEL GAUGING (W/ENCLOSURE)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST02-03-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
9

AR_M62204_002776
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17 FEBRUARY 2011 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING SUMMARY (INCLUDES AGENDA, VARIOUS 
HANDOUTS, AND CD COPY)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

02-17-2011
MINUTES
64

AR_M62204_002815 CAOC 00007
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007
WELL OU2-T1-
MW-3

17 MARCH 2011 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING SUMMARY (INCLUDES  VARIOUS HANDOUTS, 
AND CD COPY)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

03-17-2011
MINUTES
24

AR_M62204_002816 CAOC 00007
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007
WELL GEW-13
WELL GEW-16
WELL GEW-6
WELL GEW-7

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING PLAN AND 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN), ADDITIONAL 
SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
(SEE RECORD # 2760 - DRAFT SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA04-05-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002820 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
UST T-197
WELL NPZ-14

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING PLAN AND 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN), ADDITIONAL 
SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
(SEE RECORD # 2760 - DRAFT SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA04-08-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002821 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING PLAN AND 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN), ADDITIONAL 
SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
(SEE RECORD # 2760 - DRAFT SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN)

NOCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA04-27-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002819 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
UST T-197
UST T-225A
UST T-225B
WELL NPZ-14
WELL NPZ-15
WELL NPZ-7
WELL T-197-
MW-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SAMPLING 
AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING PLAN AND 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN), ADDITIONAL 
SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

NOSEALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES, LLC

05-12-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
13

AR_M62204_002822 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
UST T-197
WELL NPZ-14
WELL NPZ-15
WELL T-197-
MW-1

TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, 
ADDITIONAL SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION; AND 2) DRAFT FINAL SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN, ADDITIONAL SAMPLING IN SUPPORT 
OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST05-12-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002823 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
WELL NPZ-14
WELL NSP-2

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 317 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

17 MAY 2011 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING SUMMARY (INCLUDES AGENDA, VARIOUS 
HANDOUTS, AND CD COPY)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

05-17-2011
MINUTES
23

AR_M62204_002826 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING 
PLAN AND QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN), 
ADDITIONAL SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION (SEE RECORD # 2824 - DRAFT FINAL 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA06-23-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002825 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007

FINAL ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN, ADDITIONAL 
SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
(CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOSEALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES, LLC

07-01-2011
REPORT
205

AR_M62204_002786 AREA 00001
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-1
OU 0000007

7 JULY 2011 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING SUMMARY (INCLUDES AGENDA, VARIOUS 
HANDOUTS, AND CD COPY)

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

07-07-2011
MINUTES
24

AR_M62204_002817 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000007

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING 
PLAN AND QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN), 
ADDITIONAL SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION (SEE RECORD # 2825 - COMMENTS BY 
DTSC)

NOSEALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES, LLC.

07-26-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002833 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007

FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD 
SAMPLING PLAN & QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT 
PLAN), ADDITIONAL SAMPLING SUPPORTING REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION (CD COPY ENCLOSED) (ALSO 
CONTAINS SENSITIVE STREET LEVEL MAPS)

NOSEALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES, LLC

08-01-2011
REPORT
563

AR_M62204_002829 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE REPLACEMENT PAGES 
CONVERTING THE DRAFT FINAL SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD SAMPLING PLAN AND QUALITY 
ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN), ADDITIONAL SAMPLING 
IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, DATED 21 
JUNE 2011 TO FINAL

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST08-15-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002828 CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007

FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (FIELD 
SAMPLING PLAN AND QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT 
PLAN) PERCHLORATE STUDY (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

09-07-2011
REPORT
190

AR_M62204_000468 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 2

FINAL ABBREVIATED ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN, 
PERCHLORATE STUDY (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

09-15-2011
REPORT
70

AR_M62204_002832 "PERCHLORATE
" SEARCH - 
ROUND 2

15 SEPTEMBER 2011 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING MINUTES (INCLUDES VARIOUS HANDOUTS 
AND CD COPY)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

09-15-2011
MINUTES
15

AR_M62204_002846 CAOC 00007
CAOC N-2
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REPLACEMENT 
EXTRACTION WELL INSTALLATION WORK PLAN FOR 
YERMO ANNEX (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2791)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST09-16-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002790 OU 0000001
WELL 00017

FINAL ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN, LONG TERM 
MONITORING SUPPORT FOR LANDFILLS,  REMEDIAL 
PROJECT MANAGER TECHNICAL, AND GENERAL 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOSEALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES, LLC

10-01-2011
REPORT
171

AR_M62204_002827 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
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FINAL WORK PLAN FOR COMPLETION OF THE 
BASELINE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT OF 
SELECTED AREAS (CD COPY ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD 
# 2809 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

10-07-2011
REPORT
839

AR_M62204_002810 AOC Y-7TA-12
CAOC 00009-12
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00009-68
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-3
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00010-4
CAOC 00010-49
CAOC 00010-5
CAOC 00010-80
CAOC N-2
CAOC Y-7TA-12
OU 0000007
SWMU 00009-60
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-37
SWMU 00010-38
SWMU 00010-39
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-80

FINAL ABBREVIATED ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN, 
SUPPLEMENTAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND 
SCREENING LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT 
FOR SELECTED AREAS (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

10-12-2011
REPORT
84

AR_M62204_002830 CAOC 00010
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
CAOC Y-7TA-12
OU 0000007
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL WORK PLAN FOR 
COMPLETION OF THE BASELINE ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2810)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST10-13-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002809 OU 0000007

17 NOVEMBER 2011 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING MINUTES (INCLUDES VARIOUS HANDOUTS, 
AND CD COPY)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

11-17-2011
MINUTES
14

AR_M62204_002848 AST T-327
BLDG 0000327
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-38
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
UST T-22A
UST T-22B
UST T-325A
UST T-354
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FINAL REPLACEMENT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION WORK PLAN FOR YERMO ANNEX 
(INCLUDES REPLACEMENT PAGES CONVERTING THE 
DRAFT  REPLACEMENT EXTRACTION WELL 
INSTALLATION WORK PLAN FOR YERMO ANNEX DATED 
16 SEPTEMBER 2011 TO FINAL; AND CD COPY)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

12-16-2011
REPORT
61

AR_M62204_002791 BLDG 0000573
CAOC 00006
OU 0000001
WELL 00001
WELL 00002
WELL 00003
WELL 00004
WELL 00005
WELL 00006
WELL 00007
WELL 00008
WELL 00009
WELL 00010
WELL 00011
WELL 00012
WELL 00013
WELL 00016
WELL 00017
WELL YW-1

TRANSMITTAL OF THE REPLACEMENT PAGES 
CONVERTING THE DRAFT REPLACEMENT EXTRACTION 
WELL INSTALLATION WORK PLAN FOR YERMO ANNEX 
DATED 16 SEPTEMBER 2011 TO FINAL (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 2791)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST12-16-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002834 OU 0000001

TRANSMITTAL OF THE REVISED FINAL WORK PLAN FOR 
COMPLETION OF THE BASELINE ECOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 87)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST12-27-2011
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002858 OU 0000007
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REVISED FINAL WORK PLAN FOR COMPLETION OF THE 
BASELINE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT OF 
SELECTED AREAS (CD COPY ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD 
# 2858 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL LETTER, AND 
RECORD # 2810 - ]

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

12-29-2011
REPORT
930

AR_M62204_000087 CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00009-68
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-12
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
CAOC Y-7TA-12
OU 0000007

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM: DATA REPORT, BASELINE 
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

01-13-2012
REPORT
25

AR_M62204_002840 CAOC N-2
CAOC TA-12
CAOC Y-7
OU 0000007

FIELD ACTIVITIES REPORT, WELL INSTALLATION AND 
SAMPLING (CD COPY ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD # 
2841 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

01-16-2012
REPORT
638

AR_M62204_002842 AREA NPZ-14
CAOC 00007
WELL NC-1
WELL NC-2
WELL NC-3
WELL NS-7-4
WELL NS-7-V1-
135
WELL NS-7-V1-
180
WELL NS-7-V1-
48
WELL NS-7-V1-
90
WELL NS-7-V2-
140
WELL NS-7-V2-
180
WELL NS-7-V2-
50
WELL NS-7-V2-
90
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE FIELD ACTIVITIES REPORT, 
WELL INSTALLATION AND SAMPLING, NEBO MAIN BASE 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2842)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST01-17-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002841 CAOC 00007
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REPORT, OFF-BASE 
DELINEATION REPORT AND CORRECTIVE ACTION 
PLAN, NEBO MAIN BASE (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
2844)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST01-23-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002843 BLDG 0000327

24 JANUARY 2012 FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 
MEETING MINUTES (INCLUDES VARIOUS HANDOUTS 
AND CD COPY)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

03-09-2012
MINUTES
63

AR_M62204_002857 BLDG 0000327
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00020
CAOC 00023
CAOC 00035
CAOC N-2
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT, OFF-
BASE DELINEATION REPORT AND CORRECTIVE ACTION 
PLAN, NEBO MAIN BASE (SEE RECORD # 2844 - DRAFT 
REPORT, OFF-BASE DELINEATION REPORT AND 
CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN, NEBO MAIN BASE)

NOCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA03-22-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002869 BLDG 0000327

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT, 
OFF-BASE DELINEATION REPORT AND CORRECTIVE 
ACTION PLAN, NEBO MAIN BASE (CD COPY ENCLOSED) 
[SEE RECORD # 2870 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL 
LETTER; AND RECORD # 2869 - REVIEW AND 
COMMENTS]

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

03-22-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
6

AR_M62204_002872 BLDG 0000327

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT REPORT, OFF-BASE 
DELINEATION REPORT AND CORRECTIVE ACTION 
PLAN, NEBO MAIN BASE (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 
2844)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST03-28-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002849 BLDG 0000327
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FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN, REVISION 4 
(FIELD SAMPLING PLAN AND QUALITY ASSURANCE 
PROJECT PLAN) LONG-TERM MONITORING PROGRAM, 
YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO MAIN BASE (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

04-17-2012
REPORT
621

AR_M62204_002881 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
WELL 00009-60-
MW-1
WELL 00189-
MW-1
WELL 00189-
MW-3
WELL 00189-
MW-4
WELL 00327-
MW-05
WELL 00327-
MW-1
WELL 00327-
MW-2
WELL 00327-
MW-3
WELL 00327-
MW-4
WELL MW-31
WELL MW-32
WELL MW-36
WELL MW-37
WELL MW-A
WELL MW-B
WELL MW-C
WELL MW-D
WELL MW-E
WELL MW-F
WELL PMW-1
WELL PMW-10
WELL PMW-11
WELL PMW-12
WELL PMW-2

Tuesday, February 25, 2014 Page 325 of 334



Title

UIC No. _ Rec. No.
Record Type
Approx. # Pages Record Date Author Affiliation Imaged? Sites

WELL PMW-5
WELL PMW-6
WELL PMW-7
WELL PMW-8
WELL PMW-9
WELL T-197-
MW-1
WELL T-22A-
MW-1
WELL T-22A-
MW-3
WELL T-22A-
MW-4
WELL T-22B-
MW-1
WELL T-22B-
MW-3
WELL T-22B-
MW-4
WELL T-325-
MW-01
WELL T-325-
MW-02
WELL T-325-
MW-3
WELL YDMW-2
WELL YDMW-4
WELL YDMW-6
WELL YIMW-2
WELL YIMW-4
WELL YIMW-6
WELL YIMW-8

REQUEST FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STATE APPLICABLE 
OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY 
STUDY

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST04-25-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002873 OU 0000007
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE 1) FINAL REPORT, OFF-BASE 
DELINEATION REPORT, NEBO MAIL BASE; AND 2) 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
(ENCLOSURE 1 IS RECORD # 2871, AND ENCLOSURE 2 
IS RECORD # 2872)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST04-26-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002870 BLDG 0000327

FINAL REPORT, OFF-BASE DELINEATION REPORT, 
NEBO MAIN BASE (CD COPY ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD 
# 2870 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

NOONEIDA TOTAL INTEGRATED 
ENTERPRISES

04-26-2012
REPORT
988

AR_M62204_002871 BLDG 0000327

FEASIBILITY STUDY BACKGROUND REPORT, 
ADDITIONAL SAMPLING IN SUPPORT OF REMEDIAL 
INVESTIGATION (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOSEALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES

05-01-2012
REPORT
40

AR_M62204_002878 BLDG 0000034
BLDG 0000050
BLDG S-338
CAOC 00007
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00009-68
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-12
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-3
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00010-4
CAOC 00010-49
CAOC 00010-5
CAOC 00010-80
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
CAOC Y-7TA-12
OU 0000007
UST T-27A
UST T-27B
UST T-27C
UST T-354
UST T-530B
UST T-588A
UST T-588B
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 
PLAN, REVISION 4 (FIELD SAMPLING PLAN AND 
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN) LONG-TERM 
MONITORING PROGRAM, YERMO ANNEX AND NEBO 
MAIN BASE (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2881)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST05-04-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002880 OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE WORKPLAN FOR ADDITIONAL 
MONITORING WELL  INSTALLATION, NEBO MAIN BASE 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2877)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST05-14-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002876 WELL NPZ-14

WORKPLAN FOR ADDITIONAL MONITORING WELL 
INSTALLATION, NEBO MAIN BASE (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD # 2876 - NAVFAC SW 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

NONOREAS ENVIRONMENTAL 
ENGINEERING AND SCIENCE

05-14-2012
REPORT
40

AR_M62204_002877 WELL NPZ-14

REQUEST FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STATE APPLICABLE 
OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY 
STUDY

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST05-23-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
4

AR_M62204_002879 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
WELL NPZ-14

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY, 
MULTIPLE SITES (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 1960)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST08-07-2012
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_001949 OU 0000007
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FINAL COMPLETION OF THE BASELINE ECOLOGICAL 
RISK ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED AREAS (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD # 2874 - NAVFAC SW 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER] {DOCUMENT ALSO CONTAINS 
SENSITIVE STREET LEVEL MAPS}

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

08-24-2012
REPORT
1908

AR_M62204_002875 CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00009-68
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-3
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00010-4
CAOC 00010-49
CAOC 000105
CAOC 0001080
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
CAOC Y-7TA-12
OU 0000007
SWMU 00009-60
SWMU 00009-68
SWMU 00010-12
SWMU 00010-27
SWMU 00010-3
SWMU 00010-35
SWMU 00010-37
SWMU 00010-38
SWMU 00010-4
SWMU 00010-49
SWMU 00010-5
SWMU 00010-80
UST T-27A
UST T-27B
UST T-27C

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT TECHNICAL 
MEMORANDUM FOR ADDITIONAL WELL INSTALLATION 
AND SAMPLING, NEBO MAIN BASE (ENCLOSURE IS 
RECORD # 331)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST02-06-2013
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_000330 AREA NPZ-14
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FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY MULTIPLE SITES (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED) [SEE RECORD # 2894 - NAVFAC SW 
TRANSMITTAL LETTER]

NONOREAS, INC.06-01-2013
REPORT
1290

AR_M62204_002895 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00009-68
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-12
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-3
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00010-4
CAOC 00010-49
CAOC 00010-5
CAOC 00010-80
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
CAOC Y-7TA-12
OU 0000007
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY 
MULTIPLE BASES (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2895)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST06-28-2013
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002894 CAOC 00007
CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00009-68
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-12
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-3
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00010-4
CAOC 00010-49
CAOC 00010-5
CAOC 00010-80
CAOC N-2
CAOC TA-12
CAOC Y-7
OU 0000007

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2885)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST07-26-2013
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002884 OU 0000007

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM SEMIANNUAL 2013 
MONITORING EVENT DATA REPORT (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

07-31-2013
REPORT
10

AR_M62204_002897 CAOC 00020
OU 0000001
OU 0000002
OU 0000003
OU 0000004
OU 0000005
OU 0000006
OU 0000007
WELL YS-20-1
WELL YS-20-2
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QUARTERLY PERCHLORATE MONITORING REPORT - 
MAY 2013 PERCHLORATE STUDY (CD COPY ENCLOSED)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

08-09-2013
REPORT
470

AR_M62204_002893 WELL MW-01-04
WELL MW-02-03
WELL MW-03-03
WELL MW-03-04
WELL MW-36
WELL MW-B
WELL NGW-1
WELL NGW-2
WELL NPZ-10
WELL NWF-1
WELL NWF-2
WELL NWP-2
WELL NWP-5
WELL PMW-10
WELL PMW-5
WELL PMW-6
WELL PMW-9
WELL YDW-6S
WELL YS26-2
WELL YS26-3
WELL YS28-2
WELL YS28-3
WELL YS29-2
WELL YS35-8
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REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROPOSED 
PLAN (SEE RECORD # 2885 - DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN)

NODTSC - CYPRESS, CA09-25-2013
CORRESPONDENCE
8

AR_M62204_002902 BLDG 0000027
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00010-49
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
OU 0000007
UST T-27A
UST T-27B
UST T-27C
WELL NPZ-14
WELL NSP-2

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROPOSED 
PLAN (SEE RECORD # 2885 - DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN)

NOCRWQCB - VICTORVILLE, CA09-30-2013
CORRESPONDENCE
5

AR_M62204_002901 CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00009-68
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-12
CAOC 00010-27
CAOC 00010-3
CAOC 00010-35
CAOC 00010-37
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00010-4
CAOC 00010-49
CAOC 00010-5
CAOC 00010-80
CAOC N-2
CAOC Y-7TA-12
OU 0000007
WELL NPZ-14
WELL NSP-2

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT FINAL PROPOSED PLAN 
(ENCLOSURE IS RECORD # 2899)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST11-13-2013
CORRESPONDENCE
3

AR_M62204_002898 OU 0000007
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT PROPOSED PLAN (ENCLOSURE IS RECORD 
# 2904)

NONAVFAC - SOUTHWEST11-13-2013
CORRESPONDENCE
2

AR_M62204_002903 OU 0000007

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
PROPOSED PLAN [CD COPY ENCLOSED] (SEE RECORD 
# 2903 - NAVFAC SW TRANSMITTAL LETTER; RECORD # 
2885 AND # 2884 - COMMENTS)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

11-13-2013
CORRESPONDENCE
25

AR_M62204_002904 CAOC 00009-60
CAOC 00009-68
CAOC 00010
CAOC 00010-38
CAOC 00010-39
CAOC 00010-49
CAOC 00010-80
CAOC 00020
CAOC N-2 
AREA 1
CAOC Y-7TA-12
OU 0000001
OU 0000007
WELL NPZ-14
WELL NSP-2

PUBLIC NOTICE ANNOUNCING 15 JANUARY 2014 
PUBLIC MEETING FOR PROPOSED PLAN (CD COPY 
ENCLOSED)

NOAIS - TN AND ASSOCIATES, INC., 
JOINT VENTURE

01-15-2014
PUBLIC NOTICE
1

AR_M62204_002900 OU 0000007

(( OWNER="R") AND ( [SSIC NUMBER]="5090.3.A.")) AND [UIC NUMBER]='M62204'

2,109Total Records:
106,360Total Estimated Record Page Count:
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PART 3 – RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
 
RECORD OF DECISION 
OPERABLE UNIT 7 
 

 
 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW 
BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 
 
 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL MULTIPLE AWARD CONTRACT 
Contract Number N62473-14-C-4404 
DCN: OTIE-4404-0000-0004 
 

 

 

Prepared for: 

 

1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132 
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PART 3 – RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

CONTENTS: 

1) Transcript from public meeting held 15 January 2014 on the OU 7 Proposed Plan 
2) FFA Member Comments and DON Responses to Comments on Draft ROD (March 2014) 
3) FFA Member Comments and DON Responses to Comments on Draft Final ROD (June 2014) 
4) FFA Member Comments and DON Responses to Comments on Final ROD (September 2014) 
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PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT 

Pursuant to CERCLA §§ 113 and 117, the DON issued a proposed plan describing its preferred remedies 
for the OU 7 sites on December 23, 2013. The Proposed Plan was subject to a public comment period 
from January 1, 2014 to February 3, 2014.  

A notice announcing the Proposed Plan availability, the public comment period, and a public meeting 
was published in the following newspapers of general circulation: the Daily Press (Victorville) on 
December 27, 28, and 29, 2013, the Desert Dispatch (Barstow) on December 27, 28, and 30, 2013, and El 
Mojave (Victorville) on December 28, 2013. The DON held a public meeting on January 15, 2014 at the 
Barstow City Hall. The transcript from the public meeting is included in this Part 3 – Responsiveness 
Summary. No comments were received from the public during the proposed plan public comment 
period. 
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1 

1 BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA; WEDNESDAY; JANUARY 15, 2014 

2 -oOo-

3 The Public Meeting commenced at 6:14 p.m. 

4 -ooo-

5 MR. PEARCE: This is obviously our proposed plan for 

6 Operable Unit number 7 out at Barstow. We'll just jump 

7 on through our slide. 

8 MS. CLITE: So the first thing we're going to do is 

9 introductions and then we'll give you a brief background 

10 on the Installation Restoration Program at Barstow, and 

11 then talk about the proposed plan for Operable Unit 7. 

12 You can interrupt and ask questions any time and 

13 we're also very interested in any comments that you might 

14 have. And so a comment would be that you want to have 

15 some specific input into the plan that would be recorded 

16 in a -- what's called a Responsiveness Summary that is 

17 attached to the final proposed plan so your input would 

18 be considered. 

19 If it's really significant, the Navy would provide 

20 you with the very specific comment on your -- or a 

21 response to your various specific comment about how this 

22 is all going to work. 

23 So first we'll do introductions and we'll have --

24 I'll let you --

25 MR. PEARCE: My name is Ralph Pearce. I work with 

26 the Navy. I'm based in San Diego for NAVFAC Southwest 

27 and we basically run the Installation Restoration with 

28 the clean up program out at Barstow. 

Rhonda A. Brown, C.S.R. #8134 



1 MS . AYCOCK : I ' m Mary Aycock . I' m the Region 9 EPA 

2 Representative from San Francisco and I ' m the Remedial 

3 Project Manager for the site. 

4 MR. WOLCOTT: Than k you for coming . 

5 MR . MURCHISON : My name 's Dave Murchison . I'm a 

6 Geologist for the Department of Toxic Substance Control 

7 which is a part of California EPA. I work in support of 

8 our project manager. 

9 MS. HAKI M: Sue Hakim. I'm the Proj ect Manager for 

10 Barstow at the Department of Toxic Substance Control . 

11 MR . MUIR : My name is Bill Muir . I ' m with Lahontan 

12 Water Board, the State agency for water quality . 

13 MR. BUSTAMENTE: I'm Jim Bustamante . I 'm busy 

14 working with the Base. I 'm in the Insta llat ion 

15 Res toration Program Work a t Envi ronment and Operations, 

16 and I wor k with Ra lph on all the projects we have . We 

17 will be overseeing the projects for -- I contract on and 

18 work with the FFA and they call it FFA. I work with the 

19 EPA. They 've meetings before I talk about projects we 

20 have on t he Base. 

21 MR . WOLCOTT : Thank you . 

22 MR . PEARCE: Basically the FAA is a special fac i lity 

23 agent so it 's an agreement in how our fo l ks here, it's 

24 how they c lean up. And then we have the Navy and 

2 

25 Marines, involve The Marines on the property and The Navy 

26 helping with the investigations and clean-ups . And we 

27 have independently the other regulatory agencies that 

28 work with us to help us deal with the clean-up and also 
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1 provide oversight, make sure everything i s board above . 

2 And it ' s a lot of technical clean-ups. There's always 

3 it's not a lways black and white so it takes a lot of 

4 professional judgment. So we have the various experts 

5 and various g roups help us make s ure we make the right 

6 decis i ons as we go along. And t hen --

7 MS. CLITE: And I am Nova Clite, and I ' m the Project 

8 Manager for OTIE, the contractor that works with Ralph 

9 and the regulators on the I RP so we imp lement the 

10 technical work, a nd Mark Wanek is my assistant here. 

11 Okay . So Ralph ' s given a litt le bit on the 

12 Installation Restoration background. The initial 

3 

13 environmental assessment that the Base began in as early 

14 as 1983 a nd actually do cont inue to thi s day . The Base 

15 itself was added to the National Priorities List, tha t is 

16 it is a Superfund and that was done in 1988 . And the 

17 reason it was added as a Superfund site is because of the 

18 ground water contamination at the Base . 

19 As Ralph mentioned, that's a Federal Facilities 

20 Agreement, that's EPA and t he state agencies and Navy 

21 signed this agreement in 1990 and t hat governs how 

22 everybody works together to address t he Superfund site 

23 issues. 

24 There are 7 Operable Units. And operable is just a 

25 way that the different environmental sites at the Base 

26 are organized so that there 's ki nd of a method and an 

27 organization to addressing all of the various sites at 

28 the Base. So far there are 3 Records Of Decision or RODS 
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1 t hat cover Operable Units 1 through 6 so a lot of 

2 decisions have already been made . A lot is in progres s . 

3 Operable Unit 7 is the last unit, Operable Unit that 

4 needs to have a Record Of Decision , and the remediation 

5 a ctivities a ddressing al l the environmental concerns at 

6 the Base have been ongoing since 1996 . 

4 

7 And we had our introductions of the Stakehol ders , so 

8 I think we'll go to talking about the different sites 

9 that are involved in this Operabl e Unit 7 and I think 

10 what I ' ll do, just because it ' s going to be easier, to 

11 just inform you and talk with you about these. 

12 So we're going to refer to these different figure s 

13 because otherwise it won 't make any sense. So we have 

14 listed in a ROD all the diffe ren t sites. There 's a total 

15 of 17 sites that are included in Operable Unit 7. Most 

16 of them are at Nebo and there's 3 at Yermo. I 'm going to 

17 talk about the Yermo ones first b ecause they're pretty 

18 small and fa irly minor. 

19 We h ave 2 tank sites at Yermo , and these numbers are 

20 just, aga in, ways to organizing information. So 9.60 and 

21 9 . 68 are forme r tanks . This is actually a french drain 

22 that receives some industrial waste run-off and things 

23 li ke that. This tank receives some solvent s and fuel 

24 waste, waste-kinds of materials. 

25 MR. BUSTAMENTE : Nova , you mean storage tanks, right? 

26 MS. CLITE: Storage tanks, right. So these 

27 underground storage tanks , these have been removed and 

28 are no longer in service . In some cases the soil is 
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1 removed too , bu t basically these sites will be closed o u t 

2 with Land Use Control so that if there's any desire by 

3 the Mari ne Corps to develop either of these area s they 

4 would have to check back with the Environmental Division 

5 to get clearance on the sites , maybe do some additional 

6 risk assessment to see if the proposed Land Use would 

7 pose any kind of risk or rol loffs of these individual 

8 contaminant s that might be left here in place . This site 

9 

10 MR. WOLCOTT : I had a question . Was 9 . 60 that site 

11 affected by the Morgan Kinders deal that heade d over to 

12 the Marine Corps property? 

13 MS . CLITE: Well, the ground water. So Kinder Morgan 

14 is down here and the plume that came of f of that facilit y 

15 went across the whole Bases like this, and it -- so it 

16 was underneath this s i te , but t his site has no 

17 g r oundwater contamination in and of itself . There was a 

18 well here where samples were collected for several years 

19 and there was no detect i o ns indicating a problem from 

20 this site, and similarly up here downgradient wells from 

21 this site , d id not find that t hi s was t he source of 

22 groundwater contamination , so that's why the Land Use 

23 Controls on these 2 sites is going to be fine . 

24 This site was not to be a site and it got involved 

25 ~n the Remedial Invest igation because at some point there 

2 6 was a fly over the Base with a Thermal Anomaly Assessment 

27 and they thought they saw a ther mal anomaly here mea ning 

2 8 possible buried wais t . Subsequent investigations found 
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1 no buried waste or no indication of waste disposal a t 

2 this site , so this site is being closed out with no 

3 further action, nothing . 

4 MR . WOLCOTT : And no l imitations. 

5 MS . CLITE : No limitations because nothi ng really 

6 happened there. 

7 MR. WOLCOTT : What did they think was buried there? 

8 Just a general --

9 MS. CLITE: No, yeah . They just went on their one 

10 clue of a thermal anomaly which never was real l y 

11 explained but there was trenching down here , soi l 

12 samples. We did a bunch of surface s oil samples , and in 

13 fact Mark did that sampling and we never found anything 

14 to indica te there was bur ied waste or any kind of land 

15 uses that would be in an environmental problem . 

16 MR . WOLCOTT : Okay . 

17 MS . CLITE : So t hose are t h e 3 sites at Yermo . 

6 

18 At Nebo we have a lot more sites and these sites are 

19 shown in 2 different co lors . Purple meaning ~hey're 

20 Installation Restoration sites. This other l ighter 

21 purple is indicating there was also a tan k there, a ga in 

22 an underground storage tank of some kind so that 's why 

23 these 2 sites are a little different color. So I'll go 

24 through these quickly and please interrupt if you have 

25 any questions. 

26 We' l l start at the upper left hand corner near the 

27 northeast corner of the Base with site 10 . 12 . And t h is 

28 was the Former Building 50 . It used to be a chemical 
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1 packaging plant . It's now demolished and removed . The 

2 site is part ially paved . 

7 

3 There was contamination related to this site. It i s 

4 actually being addressed under a different Record Of 

5 Decision because there was a big groundwater plume that 

6 came out from this site like this. That has now been 

7 cleaned up for the mos t part . I mean there's one well 

8 that still -- that has a little bit in it, but just the 

9 surface area of this site is being closed out under thi s 

10 Operable Unit 7 ROD with Land Use Control s . 

11 If there 's any desire, again as I mentioned before, 

12 by the Marine Corps to do something about the site which 

13 currently has no land use activity and land uses, they 

14 would have to check wi th Jim at the Environmental 

15 Division and an assessment would be done if tha t proposed 

16 land use would pose any kind of risk . 

17 MR . WOLCOTT : Did t he contamination at the site 

18 10. 12 have - - did it -- did it hit the river? 

19 MS. CLITE: It definite ly hit the groundwater and 

20 the groundwate r was contamina ted in quite a large plume 

21 underground area. 

22 MR. WOLCOTT : When you say "groundwater " -- I don't 

23 mean to cut you off. When you say "groundwater", are you 

24 what depth below? 

25 MS . CLITE : Right here it's around 35 feet down and 

26 i t fluctuates quite a bit because it is very close to the 

27 Mojave River . So if the Mojave River is running there's, 

28 like, a big precipitation of that groundwater , sha llows 
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1 up, it gets shallower . When this is dry as it has been , 

2 t he groundwater gets lower, but the groundwa ter flows, 

8 

3 pretty much follows the way the r iver fl ows , kind of goes 

4 f rom west to e ast here. And s o t his groundwater problem 

5 has been cleaned up pretty much unde r a dif fere nt Reco rd 

6 Of Decision . 

7 So the concern r ight now is just t he surface area 

8 where thi s building used to be and so the proposal under 

9 Operable Unit 7 is to close it out with no fur ther acti ve 

10 remediat i o n, j ust Land Use Controls. 

11 MR. WOLCOTT : So you didn't s top all the testing and 

12 t hings like that? 

13 MS. CLITE: Yeah . 

14 

15 

MR . WOLCOTT: Okay . 

MS. CLITE : Yeah . Yeah. Adjacent to it is 10.4 9 

16 a nd this was a site where there had been 3 unde rground 

17 storage tanks, probably for fuel , but there aren ' t really 

18 good records for this site . They ' re suspected to be 

19 t here because there' s some indication there we re tanks 

20 t here and somebody on t he Base mentioned '' so that's where 

21 the gas s t at ion u sed to be " or something. So there ' s 

22 a necdotal evidence that there was tanks there as well as 

23 a (unintelligible) . 

24 In any case t he tanks were removed, but there's no 

25 documentation of it and because t his site is so close to 

26 10.12 whatever was there related to these t anks. If 

27 t here was any contaminat ion you couldn't tell because it 

28 was all commingled with whate ver was coming off t he 
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1 Former Building 50 so -- and it was equally also just 

2 addressed a nd the groundwater clean up at this site. We 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

also did s oil vapor extraction so the underground portion 

of site is cleaned up. So, again , we're just checking 

the box and closing that out again with the Land Use 

Control to check and Environmental Division to no change 

to the land uses . 

On these 3 rectangular buildings here these are the 

Warehouses 2 , 3, and 4 that set adjacent to the main drag 

up here acros s the northern part of the Base, and also 

adjacent to that is 10 . 13 . These were back in the day 

active facili ties where they were doing equipment repair 

and there was some -- there were tanks within the 

building . There was dif ferent use of chemicals and 

things like that, and I believe 10.13 was a tank or I'm 

not sure what 10.1 I can 't remember. 

MR . WOLCOTT: It was a roundhouse for the 

18 railroad . 

19 MS . CLITE: It's a roundhouse here? Okay . You know 

20 more about it than I do. I just don't remember right off 

21 the top , but it 's also described in the proposed plan . 

22 So for these sites including 10 .13 the proposed remedy is 

23 to just do Land Use Controls on those as well . There's 

24 no need for active remediat ion at thos e sites . 

25 The ad jacent site to those is 10.80 and tha t is a 

26 small underground tank that received boiler blow-down 

27 from the former facility there. And we just drove by 

28 that today and really can ' t tell anything about what used 
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1 to go on there , but it was different . And the Base 

2 records i t as a blow-down tank . It was removed and, 

3 again, similar to the other tank sites, just close it 

4 out; no active remediation, just the Land Use Control. 

5 And moving on t o the east , we have 10 . 35 and 10 . 27 . 

10 

6 These again were sites that had serious uses in the past . 

7 This was a fire training building . It probably had 

8 the prior use building is gone, an empty lot now. 

9 Anyth ing le ft there is at minor levels and not a real 

10 haza rd or concern or potential threat to anybody , but the 

11 Land Use Control on that also, and the same with 10 . 27, 

12 just -- it's an equipment storage area now and i t 's just 

13 a Land Use Control on that one as well. 

14 On the other side of t he tracks and off beyond the 

15 Base is a security fence line . We have the former 

16 I ndustrial Waste wa t e r Treatment Plant for the Base . It ' s 

17 no longer in use . But because it did handle various 

18 waste, industrial waste water , it's also being closed out 

19 with a Land Use Control, so that one is similar. But the 

20 faci lity is still there so if the Base wanted to 

21 redevelop that they probably would have to tear out the 

22 old evaporation pods a nd things like that . 

23 MR. WOLCOTT : The - -

24 MS . CLITE: Yes, right . So then in t hat case 

25 Environmenta l would get involved to make sure that was 

26 done correctly . 

27 I n the central part of t he Base we have a long named 

28 site , 10 . 38/10 . 39 Un it 7. Now sites 10 . 38 and 10 .39 are 
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1 co-joined because they're the industrial and domestic 

2 wastewater pipelines that run all over Nebo. And because 

3 they are so extensive all over the Base, just for the 

4 purposes of investigation and handling the environmental 

5 decisions, those pipelines were divided into 7 sections 

6 or units for consideration. 

7 MR. WOLCOTT: Urn-hum. 

8 MS. CLITE: Units 1 through 6 were determined to be 

9 have no threat or no evidence of groundwater 

10 contamination related to them or any significant 

11 environmental contamination, so those Units 1 through 6 

12 are being closed out under this ROD as Land Use Controls 

13 only. So, if somebody wanted to go in and dig where a 

14 pipeline is present whether it's being used or not, the 

15 Environmental Division would have to get involved in that 

16 decision to make sure that the proper assessment was done 

17 for our different land uses. 

18 MR. WOLCOTT: Now I do have a question about Unit 7 

19 and that is as I read this it basically said that the 

20 drainage ditches 

21 MS. CLITE Right. 

22 MR. WOLCOTT: That to me sounds more like an open 

23 covert rather than a pipeline. 

24 MS. CLITE: Right, and this is the one exception Unit 

25 7. That's why we call it out special here. Unit 7 was 

26 in fact open ditches that received some industrial 

27 discharges so it's kind of, like, the pipeline ended at 

28 some point discharge. 
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1 MR. WOLCOTT: Through the 

2 MS. CLITE: Or something. You know we're not sure a 

3 hundred percent what happened, but definitely may be 

4 these were old just storm water drain ditches, but they 

5 also had some industrial discharge from the buildings 

6 around it. 

7 MR. WOLCOTT: Okay. 

8 MS. CLITE: So investigations were done in these --

9 well, then the ditches were backfilled also. They're not 

10 even there any more. So an investigation was done going 

11 into where the ditches used to be, samples were 

12 collected. Environmental contamination was not really 

13 found associated with the soils in those ditches or about 

14 where they would be. However, below this site it was 

15 found that the groundwater was contaminated. So the 

16 groundwater is about 90 feet deep here, so it's shallower 

17 up by the river and it gets deeper as you go south away 

18 from the river. 

19 So contaminated groundwater in this area here, this 

20 area is going to be managed with an active approach, 

21 basically monitoring of that groundwater, long term 

22 monitoring. So there's going to be a few more wells put 

23 in around this contaminated groundwater area to make sure 

24 that it's fully delineated, the whole extent of it is 

25 known, and then there will be a regular monitoring 

26 program to ensure that it's not migrating, posing a 

27 threat to anybody off Base. 

28 MR. WOLCOTT: Is it the same chemicals that was 
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1 found in the N-2 Area 1? 

2 MS . CLITE: No. In fact , it's different chemicals 

3 found down there. The chemical in the groundwate r here, 

4 and I thank you for asking t hat, is a chlorinated solvent 

5 compound, so trichloroethene , t etrachloroethene . These 

6 were very commonly used solvents beginning in the 'SO's. 

7 That 1 s also the contaminant that was seen up here at 

8 10.12, so apparently there was -- some of that was 

9 discharged somewhere in this area and it worked it's way 

10 down to contaminate the groundwater; fairly low levels, 

11 but still above the maximum contaminant level that' s 

12 allowed by the State . Comment ? Anybody just jump in. 

13 MR. WOLCOTT : How am I doing? 

14 MS . CLITE: You're grea t. You're a wonderful 

15 audience . 

16 Now , you asked about N- 2 Area 1 so we can tal k about 

17 that one next . That's directly south of Unit 7 . That 

18 area 1 s just soil surface . There 's no concern about 

19 groundwater contamination he re. This site was used back 

20 Pos t World War II for equipment storage and when they had 

21 equipment there it was kind of d ust y so they used waste 

22 oil to spray on the roads and keep t he dust down and at 

23 least some of that waste oil contained PCB ' s a nd the 

24 PCB's are what is the concern for exposure . 

25 So there are certain areas of the soil and in this 

26 site that have levels that are unacceptably high and 

27 could pose a heal t h r isk , so those areas will be dug up 

28 and disposed of , properly disposed of . 
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1 MR . WOLCOTT: How far i n the s urface? 

2 MS . CL ITE : Just about 5 feet down, and the areas are 

3 not r eal large Based on all the sampling tha t was done. 

4 It 1 s just li ttle patches here and there , so -- and it 

5 probably , you know , di fferent l a nd uses occurred here so 

6 it might be why they were buried over time , but -- so 

7 some small patches of soil wil l be dug up and disposed of 

8 for PCB ' s . 

9 The o ther Land Use t ha t occurred a fter the equipment 

10 was moved of f was a skeet and trap range was put here for 

11 Base personnel , and so they were shoot ing s hotgun shells 

12 at clay targets, and so t here 1 s two re lated contaminants 

13 to that pract ice. One , the clay targets, those rounds 

14 discs that they shot out and , two --

15 MR. WOLCOTT: I know t hem well . 

16 MS . CLITE : I don' t know what t hey ' re made o f now , 

17 but when they were using this shooting range t hey were 

18 made with a tar binder , and so there 1 s a 

19 MR. WOLCOTT: I think t he preferred ones still 

20 are. 

21 MS . CLITE : Yeah , so they might be white on the 

22 inside , but in the inside they're black . 

23 MR . WOLCOTT : Yeah . They 1 re black with a red --

2 4 MS . CL ITE : Right; same thing here . Now those 

25 things laying out in the desert or if you have a really 

26 good shot a nd you powdered the thing, the tar in that 

27 binding agent fo r those clay targets contains PAH 's o r 

28 polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons . These are not good. 
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1 MR. WOLCOTT : Yes . 

2 MS. CLITE: So when these clay targets are sitting 

3 there, they're gradual ly e roding, crumbling and they're 

4 contaminating the soil a nd creat ing a chemical exposure 

5 ris k . So t he proposal is to r emove t he fragments that 

6 are seen , particula rly in the area near the shooting 

15 

7 stands where the people were mostly hitting them, or not 

8 hitting them, and they were falling and crashing to the 

9 ground and breaking into pieces. 

10 Then out beyond that i n the shotful zone , as it' s 

11 called , so you take a shot and miss a nd have a certain 

12 kind of ball i stics for every shot that you fire, in this 

13 case a shotgun, so you have this scattering of lead out 

14 over t he ground. So thi s whole area has a very fine 

15 sprinkling of lead pel lets all over it and this poses a 

16 r is k to wildl ife, particularly to the birds tha t might 

17 stop and i ngest a little bit of dirt to help them digest 

18 whatever they're eating . 

19 So Fish and Wildl ife , and rightly so, says a bird 

20 eating just even one gra in of leadshot will be poisoned, 

21 so it is a high r isk contaminant for wildlife . And this 

22 area is prett y much not developed so it could be subject 

23 to birds coming in and using that for fo raging . 

24 So this proposed clean up here is to - - which is 

25 done at s hooting ranges , is literally going bac k in the 

26 surface up and then step out the leadshot, so that's the 

27 propo s al for the RODS . 

28 We' ll go back a little bit to the west here and talk 
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1 about site 1 0 whi ch i s a soil cove r e d metallic debri s 

2 landfill only, and t his area was used f or many years a nd 

3 when they had a bunch of metallic debri s and unused -- o r 

4 unused unuse ful stuff like sodium valves or whatever. 

5 They would make a trench , put it in there, and cove r over 

6 i t. 

7 So in the invest i gations on this site they only 

8 found metallic debris. They didn't find other types of 

9 waste . The soil cap is still in place a nd t he re are 

10 erosion controls on that. It i s on t he side o f the hil l. 

11 It ' s up near here , where this i s , and in the surface soil 

12 s ampling t hat was done only one spot was found t hat had 

13 elevated lead levels in the soil and that area isn't 

14 reall y big . I think i t ' s , l ike, 10 by 20 fee t or 

15 something like that and it only goes down a few feet. So 

16 that soil area wil l be removed to reduce the lead 

1 7 exposure risk . 

18 So that's the -- and then the Land Use Control on 

19 this as we ll as Land Use Control on Area N-2 or N-2 Area 

2 0 1. So this will be mai ntained as a c a pped meta l debris 

21 burial area, but t hat one lead s oil area will b e r e moved 

22 and then backhoe d with clean soil . 

23 So the last 2 s ites on Nebo are NPZ - 14 and NSP-2 . 

24 Thes e are both ground water areas that are -- well, the 

25 one here around this well, NPZ-14, it's a monitoring wel l 

2 6 that has long had detections of TCE, you know 

27 trichloroethene and PCE , and not really high , but high 

28 e nough to be definite needing of s ome kind of act ion . So 
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1 a n umber of wells have been put i n around t hi s area to 

2 define the e xtent of this contaminated groundwater and 

3 the p roposed remedy i s to monitor this. It 's not high 

4 enough to justify a b ig expensive remedial act ion. No 

5 one is usi ng t he groundwater on t he Base for drinking 

17 

6 water purposes and this plume is not going off Base . So 

7 it' s staying o n Base . 

8 MR. WOLCOTT: So it ' s j ust a pool. 

9 MS . CL ITE: It might be migrating, but it might als o 

10 be disbursing while it migrates . We' re not a hundred 

11 per cent sure . The future monitoring will tell us more 

12 a bout that , but we have enough d a t a right now to kn ow 

13 that an active remediation isn't necessary. Right now 

14 monitori ng is acceptable . 

15 Now for Unit 7 and NPZ - 14 as wel l as this site d own 

16 here, NPS - 2, that we haven't ta l ked about yet . If 

1 7 monitoring shows there ' s some change or something's 

1 8 something is changing that isn 't acceptable , the Record 

19 Of Decision will also include a contingency r emedy that 

2 0 would be imp lemented to make s ure that safeguards are in 

21 place or the clean up is made a little bit more 

22 aggressive so that i t 's being addressed properly . 

23 So switching d own here to NPS- 2 , this is g roundwater 

24 and also soil vapor b eneath a existing landfill. So this 

2 5 is al ready c apped and covered and cont rolled under a 

26 separate Record Of Decision. 

27 MR . WOLCOTT : That is rolloff . 

28 MS . CLITE : That' s rolloff where it rolls on t he 

Rhonda A . Brown, C.S.R. #81 34 



1 Base, exactly right. The thought when this ROD was 

2 signed for this landfill was that oh, ground water is 

3 down a 190 feet here. That's thick enough that this 

18 

4 stuff that we just covered over isn't going to get down 

5 there, but we'll have monitoring wells around it to make 

6 sure. Then this monitoring well, NSP-2 turned up in the 

7 monitoring program to, in fact, it was cleaned for many 

8 years and then the concentrations came way up and now 

9 they have dropped off again. But obviously that was an 

10 instance where something ain't right and it's right 

11 on the corner of the Base. This is the rifle range down 

12 here. 

13 So the groundwater if it's going this way is still 

14 going to be on Base and not threatening anybody's health. 

15 The soil vapor is the -- it's literally the atmosphere in 

16 the soil grains where water is not present. So from the 

17 surface down to the water table it's called a Vadose Zone 

18 and within that Vadose Zone there's literally air and 

19 that air we found in drilling through the cap and putting 

20 some vapor wells and testing them, that vapor contains 

21 contaminants that match up with what we saw in this well, 

22 solvents again. 

23 So solvents tend to migrate. They can be volatile, 

24 very volatile solvents, and they travel very easily with 

25 water and they don't readily break down in this 

26 environment that we have here at the Base. 

27 So the solution here is to install a Soil Vapor 

28 Extraction system that will suck the contaminated air 
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1 out, treat it through Granular Activated Carbon that 

2 literally transfers the contaminants from the extracted 

3 vapor to carbon, and then that carbon is refreshed every 

4 now and then, and then the cleaned air is discharged to 

5 the atmosphere. So that will reduce the potential for 

6 contaminants making their way down to groundwater. 

7 The proposed remedy for groundwater is to monitor or 

B so some monitoring wells will be added off along the 

9 rifle range and possibly up here. This is probably the 

10 property out to the east of the Base here. So some 

11 additional wells will be put in here, but because this 

12 well is now below the maximum contaminant levels, the 

13 clean up at the Base, it's in a watch and take further 

14 action if necessary. 

15 MR. WOLCOTT: Is it the same chemical that was found 

16 i'n 

17 MS. CLITE: Yeah, pretty much. Yeah, as well as 

18 that Unit 7. It's all the same -- solvent. 

19 MR. WOLCOTT: So we have tests problems between 14 

20 and NSP-2? 

21 MS. CLITE: The groundwater flow here goes this way, 

22 so there is some concern or thought that may be these 2 

23 plumes might be commingled. 

24 MR. WOLCOTT: May be one plume? 

25 MS. CLITE: It might be one plume, but we don't know, 

26 and we think this plume right here is a separate source 

27 from this. 

28 But you know this whole Base here, the southern part 
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1 of the Base Post World War II was one big equipment 

2 storage area. If you look at the historical aerials, it 

3 is just covered with equipment. 

4 MR. WOLCOTT: When I was in Barstow (inaudible) --

5 MS. CLITE: Okay. 

6 MR. WOLCOTT: -- when I was a small kid. 

7 MS. CLITE: So you know. So this area probably saw 

8 a number of chlorinated solvent spills here and there and 

9 everywhere is our thought, and some of it worked its way 

10 down to groundwater. And so that might be the case here 

11 on these drainage ditches or who knows. 

12 But here this plume down here by NSP-2 is definitely 

13 related to the landfill. It's pretty clear that that's 

14 what happened down there. These are a little bit less 

15 certain, but it's still relatively low concentrations. 

16 There's no indication it's going off Base. 

17 Base does not use groundwater for it's drinking 

18 water supply. In fact under one of the other RODS there 

19 is a restriction on use of groundwater because of this 

20 plume that was up here and there's also some other 

21 contaminated groundwater over here. So groundwater 

22 everywhere at Nebo on the Base is restricted from use so 

23 those restrictions will also apply to these contaminated 

24 areas in here. 

25 So that is a quick summary of all the sites and 

26 probably kind of glossed over some of it, but --

27 MR. WOLCOTT: No. I thought you did very well. You 

28 communicated really good. 

Rhonda A. Brown, C.S.R. #8134 



1 MS. CLITE: The proposed plan is more detailed and 

2 shows the thought process that went into investigating 

3 and considering all the alternative approaches for 

4 cleaning up the sites. It's a formal process. It's 

5 called a feasibility study and the remedies that are 

6 selected must meet the EPA's Nine Criteria for an 

7 appropriate solution to the problem, so it's a very 

21 

8 formal process. And the regulators review it, you know, 

9 and steps along the way. They review a draft and then a 

10 draft final, and then they say if they agree, concur with 

11 the final. 

12 MR. WOLCOTT: I do have a couple of questions. 

13 There's no chance that the contamination on the Nebo Base 

14 can hit the (unintelligible) because the inquiries on the 

15 Base -- when I fly over the Base at a much higher 

16 altitude 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

flows 

MS. CLITE: You mean the one that's --

MR. WOLCOTT: Yeah, the one that's --

MS. CLITE: Or over here? 

MR. WOLCOTT: Over here, on your --

MS. CLITE: Oh, up here. 

MR. WOLCOTT: Yeah. There's no chance; everything 

--

MS. CLITE: Everything goes this way. Yeah, 

25 everything goes from-- there's highlands to the south of 

26 the Base. 

27 

28 

MR. WOLCOTT: Right. 

MS. CLITE: And those actually add to -- well, let 
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1 me put it this way. Ground water elevation kind of 

2 follows ground surface. 

3 MR. WOLCOTT: Okay. 

22 

4 MS. CLITE: So the groundwater is higher in elevation 

5 here than it is at the river just like the land is. 

6 MR. WOLCOTT: Yeah, but they got that big pit that 

7 has nothing but groundwater and it's pretty deep. 

8 MS. CLI TE: There's actually I noticed on the 

9 aerial photograph on the wall over here you can see that 

10 pit. There's no indication in the monitoring well data 

11 that we have, and we have wells all over the Base and we 

12 monitor them twice a year for groundwater elevation and 

13 we mapped out the groundwater elevations and look at it 

14 every year, twice a year, and we have not ever seen 

15 groundwater flowing towards that quarry. It's always 

16 MR. WOLCOTT: And the reason for my asking this 

17 question is a concern. There•s a lot of dust when the 

18 wind kicks up around here that feeds off that quarry and 

19 feeds -- just go east on the 40 and you're there. And 

20 I've noticed that in the last couple of years that 

21 they're taking the groundwater out of their pit and 

22 trying to control the dust by spraying it with water. 

23 And if it's contaminated with the tri-

24 MS. CLITE: -- chloroethene. 

25 MR. WOLCOTT: The TCE's, that brings great concern 

26 to me. Not that this is a Navy problem because it's an 

27 action of somebody else off of Navy facilities. 

28 MR. PEARCE: It would be a Navy problem. If our 
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1 groundwater were going there, it would still be our i ssue 

2 because if the TCE came from us , we would still be 

3 concerned about it. It ' s neve r explained. The short 

4 answer is basically the groundwater water does not flow 

5 that way. In our 20-some odd or 30 some years of 

6 monitoring it 's never flowed that way. We're fairly 

7 competent we can say that because the groundwater in the 

8 quarry that is upgrading to us is not having any --

9 MR. WOLCOTT; The lady from San Francisco , you 

10 understand my concern, right? 

11 MS . AYCOCK : Yes . I was going to ask just kind of 

12 building on what you were getting at, has that surface 

13 water ever been sampled in the area he' s talking about? 

14 Is it done as part of NPS or any other department inside 

15 the Base . I 'm just asking . Actually Jim would probably 

16 know . 

17 MR . BUSTAMENTE : I don ' t know . 

18 MS. AYCOCK : Jim, you would you probably know 

19 because --

20 MR . BUSTAMENTE: On the quarry that we have , I don't 

21 think we've really have sampled the water that ' s off the 

22 Base. 

23 MR. PEARCE : It's not part of us because we 're very 

24 competent that our water cannot get to there because 

25 no. Whether the quarry does sampling under us as is 

26 s uggested with, you know, as part of its own discha rge or 

27 it's own use of that water might be done under some other 

28 state agency . 
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1 MR. MUIR: It's under the State Regional Water 

2 Quality Control Board. I can check that. 

3 MS. AYCOCK: Personally, that might be a good thing 

4 to do is just to get back with, but the thing I would 

5 think would probably be of more concern is the -- I 

6 noticed that if you look at just natural levels in the 

7 soils and things you have high arsenic and, you know, 

8 there's high metals in this area so I think I would be 

9 more concerned about the metals than I would TCE in 

10 general. I mean if you had TCE contaminated water, which 

11 apparently they don't at this point, and if you did and 

12 you sprayed it, the TCE at such low levels would 

13 volatilize in this climate any way. So I don't know if 

14 that would be as big of a concern as it would be the 

15 dust, you know, that has the arsenic and the metals, and 

16 I mean that would just be from a public safety 

17 standpoint. That would be my concern. 

18 MR. WOLCOTT: You may not know this answer right off 

19 the top of your head, but what temperature does this, you 

20 know? 

21 

22 

23 

MS. AYCOCK: I bet you Nova would know that. 

MS. CLITE: Volatilization of TCE, I mean it's 

MR. PEARCE: Well, it's sort of -- if you think of 

24 it like gasoline it's one temperature. It starts to come 

25 up even, you know. 

26 

27 

28 

MR. WOLCOTT: So it closes --

MR. PEARCE: -- so it's sort of the same. 

MR. WOLCOTT: -- in the same, goes down --
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1 MR . AYCOCK : It' s very volatile. 

2 MR. PEARCE : It's very volatile , so it doesn ' t take 

3 very much. But you're going to g e t some there just like 

4 gasol ine. In the cold temperatures a little bit goin g to 

5 go in there even then , even t hough it ' s not , you know --

6 it probably doesn't b oil until a couple hundred 

7 degrees . 

8 MS . CLITE: Yes. But it definitel y volatilizes at 

9 room temperature. 

10 MR . PEARCE: Some of it is coming up in the air just 

11 like gasoline. It's pa rt of the--

12 MS . AYCOCK : I guess fact that they ' re spraying down 

13 the dus t t hat dust has contaminants is probably i n my 

14 opinion a good practice, you know, using secondar y water 

15 to a c tual l y i rri gate , you know , dusty roads and things . 

16 MR . WOLCOTT : Well , I appreciate the dust control. 

17 MS . AYCOCK: Yeah , and you think 

18 MR. WOLCOTT: But I would not appreciat e ·the dust 

19 control at the expense of being contamina ted. 

20 MS. AYCOCK: I agree with you , and I t hink we have 

21 more of a n issue if you were looking at JP- 5 and PCP's 

22 and stuff li ke t hat. You were looking at --

23 MR . WOLCOTT : This place is not -- it ' s not a n 

24 airport. 

25 MS . AYCOCK : Oil contaminated water . You would have 

26 a big i ssue , but apparentl y we don't have that he r e. 

27 MR . WOLCOTT: The next question I have is f or t h e 

28 gentleman f rom the Water Board . The quarr ies that were 
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1 discovered one or two years ago, has any of that shown up 

2 in this testing? 

3 MR. MUIR: The further southeast sampling that's 

4 been done is right where I-15 crosses the river bed. The 

5 Water Board, though, is in the process of applying for 

6 some funds to install additional monitoring wells from 

7 the source, which the residences up on Poplar Street down 

8 to Interstate 15, and then the plan is to put two or 

9 three additional wells to the southeast of Interstate 15, 

10 try and monitor that plume. But Stovepipe Well itself 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

was 

Base 

find 

the 

MR. 

did 

any 

THE 

original. Well, it was where it was 

HURCHISON: Correct me if I'm wrong, 

test all their wells for the quarry 

that have -- is my understanding. 

COURT: So the short answer is though 

found. 

but the 

and did not 

it is close 

16 to our direction, it is not to the Base and so it's not 

17 and we also did our own independent sampling of the 

18 Base and it's that particular issue has never reached the 

19 Base in that, in the groundwater. Given enough time, 

20 it's possible because it is upgrading so that's the 

21 direction it will head is down the river and we are down 

22 river of that. But right now it's not the Base and it 

23 has not had any impact on us. 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

MR. 

think. 

MS. 

MR. 

from the 

WANEK: We have taken samples every quarter, I 

CLITE: Yes. They're still quarterly. 

WANEK: -- we have, like, two right coming 

Base. There's the two there on the side going 
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1 towards the housing, and, right also by the river too and 

2 since 2010, and we haven't gotten those. 

3 MR. MUIR: The Water Board is in the process of 

4 putting in permanent wells, two for that plume from the 

5 source to the south. It's along the river. That should 

6 happen hopefully in the next year. 

7 MR. WOLCOTT: Okay. 

8 MR. PEARCE: Any other questions? Then in general, 

9 our public comment period on this proposed plan which is 

10 approaching our clean up, closes February 3rd, so we 

11 still have a couple more weeks. You can submit comments 

12 any way and we'll basically do a written response, if you 

13 have any written comments. 

14 MR. WOLCOTT: I can give you my comment right now. 

15 MR. PEARCE: Okay. Well, that's fine. 

16 MR. WOLCOTT: I'm very-- I believe the 

17 contamination of water has affected my family, but not 

18 because of -- and that's why you see me here at this 

19 meeting because somebody very dear to me has come down 

20 with a lot of health issues since the chlorine issue in 

21 the water that affected this community. And I -- none of 

22 the physicians can find out why this person's having all 

23 these problems. So the only thing that I can see and 

24 it's just a minute observation is that since that time 

25 frame and until we got off that water that was provided 

26 us with that contamination, all of a sudden this person's 

27 come down with some health issues that I don't know what 

28 caused what, okay? So, therefore, you see me here . 

. 
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MR. MUIR: Right. 1 

2 MR. WOLCOTT: And I will. Every time I hear of some 

3 type of meeting like this, you're going to find me here 

4 because I want to be informed. I know that there is 

5 nobody at that site to go out. That's okay. Life is 

6 life, but I don't want to have this happen to anybody 

7 else. 

8 MR. MUIR: Are you aware that the community that 

9 area north of there recently applied for what is called 

10 an entity grant through California Department of Public 

11 Health? And the intent there is for the community 

12 affected by the Barstow quarry plumes, what we're calling 

13 it, are trying to get funds from the Department of Health 

14 to look at long term solutions for ~roundwater issues in 

15 this area and then the intent there is for the residents 

16 to be able to become active and to look at long term 

17 solutions to that quarry issue whether it's forming their 

18 own water districts. 

19 MR. WOLCOTT: I just don't drink the water. 

20 MR. MUIR: Yeah, and the long term solution, you 

21 know, might be looking up to a water purveyor that will 

22 bring water into these residences that are currently on 

23 private, you know, residential wells. 

24 MR. WOLCOTT: I do not live there. I live above it. 

25 The contaminated water was pumped to my house. And until 

26 it, you know, was -- the system was flushed out 

27 MR. MUIR: Right. 

28 MR. WOLCOTT: -- it remained on my property, but it 
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1 -- also I remember running down my street because they 

2 just opened it up and they just let it flow on the dirt 

3 on the asphalt, whatever they needed to do to get the 

4 system 

5 MR. MUIR: This is when they were flushing out the 

6 system. 

29 

7 MR. WOLCOTT: Yes. Now I have somebody who is not 

8 even down in that area of the community very dear to my 

9 heart having some issues. And so it does not -- I can't 

10 find anybody to tell me that it's defined by the quarry 

11 contamination otherwise you'd really know who I was 

12 because I'll be really --but life is life. I got no 

13 problems. It's just hard. But, again, I did not know 

14 that. I appreciate you telling with me, but it sounds to 

15 me like I'm on the secondary kind of a fall out that have 

16 issue because the people that really are the ~nes with 

17 those wells down there on that. I live 5 miles away from 

18 there. Yeah, I'm up and I'm elevated above that. So I 

19 appreciate you. 

20 MS. AYCOCK: Has anyone looked at any 

21 epidemiological studies related to that contamination? I 

22 mean I don't know very much about it. 

23 MR. WOLCOTT: I haven't found it. I have looked. I 

24 have not found it. 

25 MS. AYCOCK: So there were no clusters o~ anything 

26 identified as a result of the 

27 MR. WOLCOTT: I have not found any epidemiology 

28 studies Based on long term or even short term 
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1 contamination to water for that. 

2 MS. AYCOCK: I know in Arizona we had a problem like 

3 that with one of our small communities. It was called 

4 Park Shadows. It was right next to the Goodyear plant. 

5 There used to be a plant in Goodyear Arizona and we 

6 actually did have to go in and replace the complete water 

7 system for that community because of the chloride. 

8 But basically what they did do is they had ATSDR 

9 come in and do something like an epidemiological study to 

10 see who was affected and if were there any symptoms 

11 related, you know, to more than one person, but, you know 

12 mainly to a cluster of people. And I know one of the 

13 things that did come out of it was they did see a reduced 

14 activity in the thyroid gland is what it is typically 

15 related to the chloride exposure, and that was found in 

16 the community. 

17 They came in, they had Goodyear actually pay for 

18 replacement of the entire water system for that 

19 community, but again, that was after lengthy legal, you 

20 know, battles and going to Court and getting Goodyear to 

21 finally, you know, go ahead and agree to pay for 

22 replacement of this small community's water system, which 

23 they did. 

24 MR. PEARCE: I think talking to someone in the 

25 Department of Health might help you find if there are any 

26 studies, you know. A health toxicologist type at the 

27 Department of Health has to be the best person to and I'm 

28 not saying they will have any answers, but they're --
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MR. MU I R: They will . 

MR. WOLCOTT : I already did. 

MR . PEARCE : Okay . That's --

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

MS. AYCOCK : And they basically told you they didn' t 

find any epidemiological --

MR. WOLCOTT : And I ' ve done my own . 

MS . AYCOCK : Well , you know, i t still hasn't been 

8 t hat long since the contamination, so you know --

9 MR. WOLCOTT : Righ t . 

10 

11 

12 

13 

MR . MUIR : I t was discovered in late 2010. 

MR. WOLCOTT : Yeah, November o f 2010. 

MS. AYCOCK: I t ' s fairly r ecent. 

MR . WOLCOTT : Actually it was August and then 

14 confirmed in November . 

15 

16 

MR. BUSTAMENTE: Yes. 

MS. CLITE: So you work at the Base, right? Do you 

17 work with the Base? 

1 8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

MR. WOLCOTT: Yes. That is not why I'm here. 

MS. CLITE : No, I know, but I thought because you' re 

MR . WOLCOTT : Notice t hat disclosure , everybody . 

MS. CLITE: Wel l , i n the inter est of d isclosure, I 

23 t hought, you know, Yermo has groundwater contamination 

24 and Yermo gets its water f rom groundwater. 

25 

26 

27 

MR . WOLCOTT: Yeah, but Pat gets its water from -

MS. CLITE : Jus t so you know --

MR. WOLCOTT: And a gallon at a time when he goes 

28 over t here . 
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1 MS. CLITE: But just so you're aware because this is 

2 a concern to you. Under one of the earliest RODS, 

3 Records Of Decision, and really driving this whole thing 

4 was the groundwater contamination at Yermo because it is 

5 a drinking water source, so there is treatment on 2 of 

6 the Base's drinking water wells. They pulled the wells 

7 and then monthly monitoring which we have a contract. We 

8 monitor two production wells with treatment. We test the 

9 fluent water, the wild water coming in, and then it goes 

10 through one treatment GAC vessel. We sample after that 

11 vessel, and then it goes through another vessel, and we 

12 sample after that GAC vessel. 

13 So there's 3 samples taken every month from two of 

14 the wells, and then there's a third production well out 

15 here which has no treatment on it, so -- but we test that 

16 water monthly as well. And then we have as part of the 

17 groundwater remedy at Yermo, there are extraction wells 

18 that are specifically for the purpose of extracting 

19 contaminated groundwater and treating it through granular 

20 activated carbon and that treatment plant is over here 

21 near the test track and that treatment system is 

22 monitored very closely. 

23 It has a programming logic control on it. We 

24 monitor that in our offices in Ventura. That's where our 

25 Base is located and we have staff that come, 

26 subcontractors that come in, and they clean that system, 

27 very closely watched. The water that is treated is piped 

28 back up to a infiltration gallery and is filtered back 
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1 down through the ground to groundwater. So the water 

2 it's very, very important to the Navy and to us that the 

3 treatment is successful and all the contaminants are 

4 removed. 

5 Again, the contaminants here are the same players, 

6 the chlorinated solvents that are very they, you know, 

7 dissolve perfectly into water and they get carried down 

8 by rainfall and maybe soil vapor. We're not a hundred 

9 percent sure, but they work their way down through the 

10 water table. 

11 In addition to the groundwater extraction system 

12 here, we also have a Soil Vapor Extraction system here, 

13 and as I mentioned bef9re, for the solution to the corner 

14 landfill problem there. Similarly here we have vapor 

15 extraction wells that literally suck the air out of the 

16 soil and pipe it over to our treatment system, and well, 

17 it used to be treated through GAC, Granular Activated 

18 Carbon. The concentrations are well enough that they're 

19 not treating it now and it's being discharged to air, but 

20 it is removing contaminants, maybe about 40 pounds a year 

21 of solvent are being extracted still on that. 

22 So this dual effort of removing the contamination 

23 before it gets to water and sucking the water out and 

24 treating that is the active approach for this here. 

25 MR. WOLCOTT: Well, I appreciate everybody's input 

26 to my comment. So sounds like my comment does not 

27 necessarily affect the Navy at all, so I would 

28 THE COURT: Well, just to give you the big picture 
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1 here is, like I said, our public comment period will 

2 close on the 3rd for any other comments. We then will 

3 work on our Records of Decision which is more or less 

4 detailing our contracts on how we're going to implement 

5 this remedy and if that contract is signed, we'll be 

34 

6 ready to incorporate with the EPA and the State, the DTSC 

7 and Water Board, and we're hoping to get that done in 

8 September of this year, basically set everything in, you 

9 know, ink and paper. 

10 And then after that we'll go into a remedial design 

11 p0ase which takes about a year, and then after that then 

12 the actual implementation, the money we spend on the 

13 actual true excavation and the areas of removals of 

14 leads, oils, and the actual groundwater monitoring will 

15 continue this entire time. That's already-- it's been 

16 ongoing. It will go on even while we're doing the rest 

17 of this work, but otherwise that's our schedule looking 

18 ahead, and that's all we have. 

19 MR. WOLCOTT: So you're going to basically close on 

20 the 17th? 

21 MR. PEARCE; Yes. That's what we'll do. 

22 MR. WOLCOTT: How many other issues? 

23 MR. PEARCE: These were the last. Whenever they 

24 first investigated. It started back in 1983. There were 

25 full historical reviews done and all these sites that's 

26 why they often have these weird names 10.38, you know, 

27 10.2 because each time different ones were done and some 

28 of them turned out to be real sites that have been 
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1 addressed in t hose RODS, some of them evolved --

2 basica lly some I thought there was something other and 

3 things. They looked at the samples and there would be 

35 

4 nothing t here. These are the last ones that were left so 

5 there a re no other known i ssues to invest igat~ after 

6 t h is . This is the last of the --

7 MR . BUSTAMENTE : We will be treating and cleaning up 

8 the Bases from the previous ROD on the 573 off the 

9 maintenance center. 

10 MS. CLITE : Yes. 

11 MR. BUSTAMENTE: And t he area there by it was 

12 MR . WOLCOTT : Okay. Sounds great. I see tax 

13 dollars are at work. 

14 MR. PEARCE: Very good . Thank you. 

15 MR. WOLCOTT : No, than k you. 

16 MS. CLITE : Thank you very much for coming and 

17 asking great qu estions and I n ever really thought abou t 

18 that before over there and 

19 (The meeting adjourned at 7:20p.m.) 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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RECORD OF DECISION OPERABLE UNIT 7, MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE 
BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Pearce: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received for its review the Draft 
Record of Decision Operable Unit 7 (OU 7), Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, 
California, dated March 14, 2014. 

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedies for soil, and 
groundwater, at seventeen (17) sites comprising OU 7. 

DTSC completed its review and has the following comments: 

1) The ROD should follow the Navy's November 14, 2011 directive on "Toolkit for 
Preparing Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) Records of Decision" (EPA, 2011 ), e.g., Responsiveness 
Summary should be Part 3 of the ROD, and ARARs should be within Part 2, not in 
attachments, the Appendices do not have to be attached to the ROD, but referred 
to, since they are already included into the Feasibility Study Report. 

2) The ROD covers the contingency measures in various places (such as Part 1 and 
Part 2, Sections 4.3, 4.4.1 ). These contingency measures should be clearly 
identified in the ROD. For example, air sparge/soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE) has 
been identified as the contingency measures and if it is included in the "decision 
tree" in the ROD, then it becomes part of the remedial action under this ROD and 
therefore, this contingency measure should not require an explanation of 
significance difference (ESD), as it would be included in the remedial 
design/remedial action (RD/RA). If the contingency measure included in the ROD 
is a procedure to be conducted and is significantly different than currently agreed 

® Printecl on Recycled Paper 



Mr. Ralph Pearce 
May 20,2014 
Page 2 

to in the ROD, then ESD or ROD Modification may be required. The current ROD 
language and Figure 7 is confusing and not very clear, please revise. 

3) The total number of sites as e.g., CAOC 10.38/10.39 is one site under OU 7, but it 
becomes two sites - CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1-6 and CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 
under different response action categories. This causes confusion in a decision 
document, please clarify. 

4) Page 5, Summary of Prior Use or Concern, CAOC 10: Please revise to state the 
following: "Sodium valve and metallic waste burial area which has soil cover and 
erosion control." 

5) Page 7, Section 1.5, 1st paragraph below bullets: "The DON will consider the 
recommendation on additional delineation of PCB extent during the RD phase", 
please discuss this recommendation in Section 4.0 Summary of the Remedial 
Decision for Actionable Sites, to take into account the uncertainties. 

6) Page 19, Section 3.4.1: RAOs should be developed for LUC sites. 

7) Page 21, Table 3-2: both footnotes should also apply to "cleanup level" column. 

8) Page 21, Section 3.5.2: please refer to the Technical Memorandum for MCL 
versus background. 

9) Page 22, Table 3-4 (also Page 35, Section 4.3.3): Depth specific cleanup goals 
need to be consistent with the Proposed Plan, and as agreed to during the 
Feasibility Study, this much details will be included in the RD/RA, not in the ROD. 

1 O)Page 23, Section 4.1, 2nd paragraph: community and regulatory acceptance are 
"modifying criteria" not "alternative.s". 

11 )Page 23, Section 4.1: list nine criteria according to typical order (e.g. compliance 
with ARARs should be criteria No. 2 not 6). 

12)Section 4.0: all the remedy cost should be "estimated cost" and round-up to the 
nearesi $1,000. A decision document should not have the exact dollar cost. 

13)Page 29: the discussion on MCL versus background should be based on the final 
approved Technical Memorandum and should be part of the administrative record 
without detailed discussion in the ROD. 

14)Page 30, Summary of CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, Remedial Alternatives and 
Balancing Criteria, please revise to: "Remedial Alternatives were developed, 
screened, and evaluated in accordance with the NCP". 
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15)Page 31 (and other pages) and Figure 7: it states that contingency measures will 
be implemented if MNA fails to protect off-based receptors. Please note that the 
detection of the failure to protect off-base receptors will be defined in the RD/RA 
stage. 

16)Page 35, Remedy Description (Soil Vapor) states that" ... any necessary new 
LUCs would be implemented ... ". Any new LUC intent has to be defined in this 
ROD and detailed in the RD/RA. 

17)Page 36, Contingency Measures Description (Soil Vapor): The referenced 
sections should be 4.4.2.x, not 4.4.1.x. 

18)Page 37, Contingency Measures (Groundwater): The "off-base receptors" criteria 
may not be applicable for this site. 

19)Page 39, Table 4-1, No. 1 and No. 2: The specific monitoring program (i.e. 3-
year, semiannually) should be deleted from ROD and incorporated into the 
RD/RA. Also note that 3-year, semiannually sampling may not provide sufficient 
data to perform "statistical evaluation". Please delete any specific monitoring 
program from the ROD and incorporate it into the RD/RA. 

20)Page 40. Table 4-1, No.6: the modeling data already shows the plume 
expanding, please revise this language accordingly. 

21 )Page 40, 2nd paragraph: please delete the following sentence "The DON may 
propose a permanent decrease in monitoring frequency or cessation of monitoring 
after it has been determined that natural attenuation is progressing as expected 
and there is very low probability of a threat to off-Base receptors developing". 

22)Page 40, 2nd paragraph, last sentence: please delete the word "permanent". 

23)Page 41, Section 4.4.1.3: AS/SVE is the selected contingency remedy; however, 
"air-sparge curtain" is selected contingency remedy for CAOC 7 Stratum 1. 
Please rectify this discrepancy. 

24 )Page 41, Section 4.4.1.3, item 1 ): please delete the word "rate". 

25)Page 42, Section 4.4.1.3, paragraph below Item 5): delete the paragraph and 
remove associated Figure 8 from ROD (to be consistent with Sections 4.4.2 and 
4.4.2.1 ). This information will be included in the RD/RA as depth specific soil 
vapor cleanup goals can be developed. 

26)Page 43, Section 4.4.2.4: please delete the following sentence: "and system 
influent concentrations are asymptotic" from the 2nd paragraph. 
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27)Page 43, Section 4.4.2.4, 3'd paragraph, last sentence: What does it mean: "The 
TEF limits of ... " please clarify. 

28)Page 43, Section 4.4.2.4, Item 1 ): delete the word "rate". 

29)Page 43, Section 4.4.2.4, Item 3): delete the word "groundwater'' in two places. 

30)Page 45, Section 5.1, 3'd bullet: either finish the sentence or delete the word "by" 
at the end. 

31 )Page 46, Section 5.1, 3rd paragraph below bullets: states" ... risk associated with 
the waste at the site no longer exists, ... ". Since this site is LUC only site, without 
sampling/monitoring, please explain how this determination (risk no longer exists) 
will be achieved. 

32)Page 46, Section 5.1, 4th paragraph below bullet, last sentence: " ... no action 
involving LUCs ... "needs to be re-phrased to "no action that may violate LUC". 

33)Page 47, Table 5-1, under "10.38/10.39, Location, Description, History": please 
delete the duplicate sentence "domestic wastewater lines .. ". 

34 )Page 4 7, Table 5-1, under "1 0.12, Location, Description, History": replace the 
word "treated" with "remediated". Also please refer groundwater remediation to 
Footnote 1. 

35)Page 53, Section 7, last paragraph: there is no need to specify the next 5-year 
review due date (31 Dec 2017) in the ROD. 

36)Figure 7: modification to the monitoring program and optimization of remedy 
should be conducted in accordance with Navy's guidance for optimizing of 
remedial action operation, and delete the sentence "for last 4 sampling events' 
from Step 8. 

37)Appendix A, A-8 Comparative Analysis of Alternative, page A-6, please remove 
the duplicate sentence: "with respect to". 

38)Appendix C, page C-6, RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA), Investigation Activities: 
revise the 4th sentence to: "At each boring, soil samples were collected from the 
surface at 15 feet". 

39)Appendix D, D-9-5, Land Use Controls, page D-7, 2nd paragraph revise to: "GIS 
Base database will be updated so site coordinates are available for review and 
planning". 
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Please submit your response to the above comments, revise the ROD and submit for 
our review and approval. Thank you for the opportunity to review this ROD. We look 
forward to continuing to work with you on base cleanup activities at MCLB Barstow. 
If you have any questions please call me at (714) 484-5381. 

Sincerely, 

Q~ 
Sue Hakim 
Remedial Project Manager 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program 

cc: Mr. Jim Bustamante 
Remedial Project Manager 
Marine Corps Logistics Base 
P.O. Box 110170 
Barstow, California 92311-5050 

Ms. Mary Aycock 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX, SFD-8-1 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Mr. William Muir 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Lahontan Region B Victorville Branch Office 
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200 
Victorville, California 92392-2306 
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DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION, OPERABLE UNIT 7, MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS 
BASE BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water Board) 
received the Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 7 at the Marine Corps 
Logistics Base, Barstow (MCLB Barstow) on March 18,2014. The Water Board has 
reviewed the document and provides the following comments. The remedial action 
objectives need to be expanded to adequately describe the remedy components that 
ensure protection of groundwater resources. These should include achieving cleanup 
levels, maintaining plume stability, and preventing exposure to human and ecological 
receptors. In general, the document was hard to read and review due to numerous and 
repetitive grammatical mistakes and incomplete editing. For the Draft Final, the 
document should have a complete technical edit to correct this deficiency and to updatH 
sections that have been brought forward from previous documents. We request these 
comments be addressed in the draft final ROD. 

Summary 

The ROD for Operable Unit (OU) 7 presents the selected remedies for soil and 
groundwater at seventeen sites at the Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB), Barstow. 
The remedies were selected based on investigations conducted at the seventeen sites 
over the past several years and on information contained in documents that can be 
found in the administrative record. Based on the site investigations, five sites require 
active remediation to protect human health and the environment. Of the five sites, three 
sites require remedial actions for groundwater and three sites require soil remediation. 
Twelve of the seventeen sites do not require active remediation but will require land use 
controls due to residual contaminants present at the site that prohibit unrestricted use. 
One site, CAOC Y-7 TA-12, requires no further action because suspected waste 
disposal activities at this site were not confirmed through various investigations. 
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General Comments 

For the three sites where groundwater is a concern, the ROD states that the monitored 
natural attenuation (MNA) alternative will protect offsite human receptors from ingestion 
of groundwater impacted with volatile organic compounds (TCE and or PCE depending 
on the site). The Water Board requests that the Navy add language under the remedial 
action objectives for each groundwater site that states if natural attenuation parameters 
indicate increasing plume size or that contaminant concentrations within the plumes are 
increasing, the Navy will take actions to evaluate the effectiveness of the monitored 
natural attenuation remedy, and if necessary, implement active remediation at the 
site(s). While the Navy is being protective of off-site receptors, the Water Board 
requests that if monitoring data indicate the MNA alternative shows evidence of 
increasing plume size, or increasing contaminant concentrations in monitoring wells 
suggesting that natural attenuation is not taking place as predicted, that the Navy will 
evaluate implementing a more active remedial system at the site(s). 

In several areas of the text, the MNA alternative refers to MNA as a process. MNA is 
the monitoring of natural attenuation processes and should be referenced as such. 
Natural attenuation processes include biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, sorption, 
volatilization, radioactive decay, and chemical and biological stabilization, 
transformation, or destruction of contaminants. The MNA remedy collects data to 
evaluate if these natural attenuation processes are indeed taking place at the site. 

In the introductory sections (Chapter 1 and 2), numerous references cannot be found in 
Section 8, References. Please ensure that all cited references are included in the 
reference section. Throughout the document, numerous grammatical errors were found 
that detracted from a complete and thorough review. Besides being time consuming in 
the review, these errors should be addressed by the Navy before the document is sent 
to the regulatory agencies. 

Specific Comments 

1. Page v, under CAO 10.38/10.39. Please include in remedial action objectives 
(RAOs) for all groundwater sites that the process of natural attenuation must be 
monitored and natural attenuation processes must continue, or the Navy will be 
required to investigate further. The RAOs should include the protection of 
groundwater resources (non-degradation) and a prohibition against further 
groundwater degradation (expanding plume, increasing concentrations in plume 
monitoring wells, etc.). 

2. Page v, under CAOC N-2 Area 1, second paragraph, please include a statement 
that land use controls (LUCs) will be reviewed by the State to ensure that the 
Base Master Plan has been updated to include land use controls (LUCs) where 
appropriate. 
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3. Page vii, CAOC7 Stratum 1, first full paragraph, as stated in comment number 1 
above, the RAOs should include the protection of groundwater resources (non
degradation) and a prohibition against further groundwater degradation 
(expanding plume, increasing concentrations in plume monitoring wells, etc.). 

4. Pages 16 and 17, Table 3-1, the Water Board requests that groundwater sites 
(10.38/10.39, NPZ-14, and CAOC 7 Stratum 1) include a statement that 
groundwater resources are sources of drinking water and must be protected. 

5. Page 19, 41
h bullet, please add additional RAOs for groundwater that include the 

protection of groundwater resources (non-degradation), and ensuring that 
monitored natural attenuation (MNA} parameters continue to be protective of 
groundwater. 

6. Page 20, Remedial Action Objectives for Groundwater, for all three sites include 
the following MNA parameters as RAOs: 

a. Ensure the remedy restores groundwater to the water quality objectives 
defined in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin 
Plan). 

b. Reduce or eliminate further impact to groundwater by maintaining plume 
stability. 

c. Prevent exposure to human and ecological receptors. 

7. Page 21, Table 3-2, under the column "Chemical of Concern"; please verify the 
PCB identification - Aroclor 1061 versus 1 016. Based on the Appendices, the 
referenced to Aroclor 1061 should be Aroclor 1016. Please verify and correct the 
discrepancy. 

8. Page 21 Table 3-2, middle column, please change the Cleanup Level for Aroclor 
1016 to 3.7 mg/kg. The current RSLs (November 2013) have changed and the 
newest levels need to be incorporated in the ROD. 

9. Page 21, Section 3.5.2, second paragraph, the ROD should state that a technical 
and economic analysis to justify the use of a cleanup goal less than the MCL was 
completed and concluded that while the timeframe and cost to clean up the site 
to background concentrations was not significantly different, the MCL was used 
as a means to evaluate the natural attenuation process. The Navy's evaluation 
shows that natural attenuation processes will continue until all contaminants have 
reached background concentrations. 

10. The ROD shows costs that are consistently about 20 percent less than the costs 
identified in the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan with no reduction in 
approach. The costs should be consistent with the analysis presented in the 
Final Feasibility Study. The Water Board requests that the Navy include a cost 
analysis that incorporates groundwater monitoring in out-years (after natural 
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attenuation has been defined) only being conducted once every 5 years to 
ensure natural attenuation processes are continuing. 

11. Page 26, Table 4.2.2, Summary for CAOC N-2 Area 1, please correctly identify 
the PCB congener and correct the discrepancy between Aroclor 1061 versus 
1 016 in the rows, "Remedial Action Objectives" and "Cleanup Levels". 

12.Page 26, Table 4.2.2, Summary for CAOC N-2 Area 1, please use the most 
current RSLs as the cleanup levels. For Aroclor 1016, the industrial cleanup goal 
is be 3. 7 mg/kg in the latest tables. 

13. Page 29, bullet 5 may require changes based on the re-evaluation of costs 
requested in the Technical Memorandum prepared by NOREAS and Trevet, 
March 2014. 

14. Page 29, the bulleted list should include language that states monitoring data 
must continue to show that the plume is shrinking and the contaminant 
concentrations within the plume continue to show a downward trend, all of which 
is an indicator that natural attenuation processes are working to diminished the 
contaminant concentrations at each site. If these conditions change, the Navy 
will look at a more active remedy. 

15. Page 29, bullet number 5 should include language that says while continued site 
specific monitoring of the three sites after reaching the MCL will not be required, 
the process of natural attenuation will continue until background levels are 
achieved. Basewide groundwater monitoring will continue and will likely include 
the monitoring of select wells in these areas into the future. 

16. Page 29, last bullet is not really true for these groundwater sites and should be 
deleted. The Navy is not proposing an active remedy, therefore the statement 
that "remediating to background would not result in additional reduction of risk to 
downgradient receptors", is irrelevant. Natural attenuation processes will 
continue to background. The bullet should be rewritten or deleted. 

17. Page 30, Table 4.3.1 Summary of CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, the Remedial 
Action Objectives need to be expanded to include text about the protection of 
groundwater resources in the area, to ensure that the remedy meets water 
quality objectives as defined in the Lahontan Basin Plan, that plume stability is 
maintained, and monitoring data continues to show statistically decreasing trends 
in groundwater monitoring wells that monitor the plume. 

18. Page 31, Contingency Measures Description, the contingency needs to describe 
the actions that will be taken if MNA alone does not achieve the RAOs. 
Implementation of these additional actions will be initiated based on the 
monitoring data being collected as part of the remedy implementation. Please 
make sure that the remedy description section references the section identifying 
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the contingency description (pages 37 and 38, Section 4.4.1.1 references 
Section 4.4.1.2). If MNA parameters show the plume is expanding or monitoring 
wells statistically show that contaminant concentrations are increasing within the 
plume, then the Navy will be required to evaluate a more active remedial 
approach. 

19. Page 31. Remedy Costs. The Navy needs to be sure that the costs described 
here are consistent with any updated costs derived in the OU7 Technical 
Memorandum. 

20. Protection of Human Health and the Environment, please add a statement that 
the remedy includes the protection of groundwater resources by ensuring that 
groundwater will meet the water quality objectives as defined in the Basin Plan. 

21. Page 32, Remedial Action Objectives, please see comment 18 above. 

22. Page 32, Table 3.3.2, Summary of NPZ-14 Groundwater, row titled "Remedial 
Action Objectives". please see comment 18 above. 

23. Page 38, Section 4.4.1, add a statement that RAOs for the groundwater sites 
include ensuring that the selected remedy restores groundwater to levels that 
meet the water quality objectives as defined in the Basin Plan. Natural 
attenuation processes will remain at work until background levels are achieved. 

24. Page 38, Section 4.4.1, second paragraph, please change the reference to the 
Nebo Main Base and replace with the OU7 Groundwater Sites so that the 
sentence reads, "LUCs established in the OU1 and OU2 ROD will also be 
maintained at the OU7 Groundwater sites to prevent potable use of the 
groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 1 and 2 ROD Section 
1.4.2)". 

25. Page 39, Table 4-1, First Condition, please add a statement that contaminant 
concentrations for monitoring well data within the plume will be evaluated using 
trend analyses to evaluate whether contaminant concentrations are statistically 
decreasing and the plumes are stable or shrinking. 

26. Page 40, Table 4-1. Condition No.6, please change the reference from Criterion 
#4 to Condition No. 4 since that is how they are referenced in the text on Page 
39. In addition, please add a statement in Condition No.6 that refers to plume 
stability and an evaluation that no statistical increase of contaminant 
concentrations is occurring that would suggest that MNA is not working. 

27. Page 40, Section 4.4.1.2, section titled "Process for Implementation of 
Groundwater Contingency Measure". This section should focus on ensuring that 
the remedy restores the groundwater to meet water quality objectives as defined 
in the Basin Plan. This includes showing that the plume is stable or shrinking, 
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the plume is decreasing in concentration (statistically based analysis), and that in 
general, natural attenuation processes are continuing and are protective of 
human health and the environment, including groundwater resources. 

28.Page 46 third full paragraph, the text states" ... where an engineering control 
(EC) is in place, inspections and maintenance will continue until the risk 
associated with the waste at the site no longer exists, subsequently , LUCs will 
be lifted, and the 5-year review process will cease." Text should be added that 
the Navy will have to prepare a document for regulatory review before any 
engineering controls or LUCs can be lifted. 

29.Page 53, Section 7.0, Five-Year Review Requirement. The text should state up 
front that Five-Year Reviews will be required on all sites where contaminants 
remain in place above unrestricted reuse criteria. 

30. Page A-6, Table A-2, Hot Spot Removal Alternative, under costs, please include 
the cost of LUC inspections and 5-Year Review costs. 

31. Page B-3, Section B-4, first sentence. Please verify that Aroclor 1016 is the 
correct Aroclor. Elsewhere in the document, the reference is to Aroclor 1061. 

32. Page B-5, Table B-3, Row 3- Surface Vacuuming and Hot Spot Removal'', 
please add costs to conduct an annual LUC inspection and the cost for 5-Year 
Reviews. The Project Duration should be expanded to clarify that the removal 
action will take about 8 months to complete, the LUCs will remain in place until 
concentrations at the site are below unrestricted reuse criteria. 

33. Page 3-8, Section B-9.3, second to last sentence of first paragraph, please add 
that the regulatory agencies will also review any changes to land use at the site. 

34. Figure B-2, please identify on the figure where the area with PCB contamination 
is located. 

35. Page C-4, Section C-1.4, this section discusses transport pathways and 
chemicals of concern at CAOC 10.38/10.39. The second sentence discusses 
pathways at CAOC 10.37. Is this correct? Please clarify. 

36. Page C-9, Section C-2.5, last sentence of third paragraph, please add that the 
contaminants continue to be a threat to groundwater resources in the area. 

37. Page C-10, Table C-5, please add costs for LUCs in Alternative 2. In addition, 
please describe why the MNA scenario is only assumed to be 11 years when the 
Technical Memorandum assumes a continuing source out to 30 years. Based on 
the Technical Memorandum, the estimated time for concentrations to reach the 
MCL is 15 years. The Technical Memorandum and the ROD need to present the 
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same data (see Technical Memorandum page 3-9). Costs should also be the 
same between documents. 

38. Page C-13, Section C-2.8.4, Description of Contingency, the first sentence needs 
to include the condition that if MNA monitoring data show plume migration or 
increasing plume size or increasing contaminant concentrations over time 
(statistically increasil)g trends), then contingency measures will be implemented. 

39. Page C-13, why are there two sections dealing with LUCs? Both discuss LUGs 
relative to groundwater. Please combine into one section. 

40. Figure C-2, please add groundwater elevation (or equal-potential lines) contours 
to this figure. Groundwater flow direction is already illustrated on the map. 

41. Figure C-3, why does this map show a plume configuration with no boundary to 
the east. This is contrary to what has been shown in the Technical Memo and in 
the latest groundwater monitoring reports. Please revise this figure to show the 
plume as represent by the most current data. This needs to be consistent in all 
documents. This figure suggests that the Navy has not established a 
downgradient boundary on the plume which is contrary to what has been 
presented in the Final FS, the Proposed Plan and the Technical Memorandum. 

42. Page D-1 , Section D-1 last sentence in the·section references Figure D-1 and the 
extent of TCE in groundwater. Please be consistent in the plume configuration 
between the Technical Memorandum (Figure 4-3) and this ROD. They are 
companion documents. 

43. Page D-1, Table D-1, row titled "Investigations of TCE Exceedances at 
Piezometer NPZ-14, the table lists six possible sources of TCE in the 
groundwater at the site. It would be helpful to identify these areas on Figure D-1. 

44. Page D-2, Table D-1, row titled Investigation of TCE Exceedances at Piezometer 
NPZ-14, last paragraph under Investigation Activities, please add a statement 
about whether or not the assumptions used in 201 0 to eliminate CAOC 14 
Stratum 1, Channel A and Stratum 6, Channel F as potential sources of 
chlorinated solvents is still valid. 

45. Page D-3, Section D-6, Section titled Summary of Risks, please include a 
statement that the Water Board considers the groundwater resource as a 
receptor and that it must be protected. 

46. Page D-4, Table D-2, Remedial Alternatives Evaluated in the FS, under 
Alternative 2, Monitored Natural Attenuation, the description states that the 
project duration is 11 years. On page 4-10 of the Technical Memorandum, the 
estimated time for TCE to reach MCL concentrations (conservative estimate), is 
17 years and 40 years for concentrations to reach background. These 
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documents are companion documents and should be consistent. Please clarify 
the discrepancy between the documents. 

47.Page D-4. Table D-2, row titled Monitored Natural Attenuation, in the Cost 
Estimate column, please add costs for annual LUC inspections and the cost of 5-
Year Reviews. The same comment applies for the Air Sparging/Soil Vapor 
Extraction alternative. 

48. Page D-6, subsection titled "lmplementability", please delete the word "two" in the 
phrase " .. . involves installation of two monitoring wells .. . ". The Navy should not 
limit itself to two additional monitoring wells at this site. To fully characterize the 
site may require more than two wells. 

49. Page D-7, Section D-9-4, "Description of Contingency Remedy'', the statement 
that if the selected remedy fails to protect off-Base receptors is weak. A 
statement should be added that if MNA shows the contaminant plumes continue 
to expand or concentrations within the plume are statistically increasing, the 
Navy will implement the contingency to be protective of groundwater resources 
and to comply with the State's anti-degradation policy. 

50. Page D-7, Sections D-9-3 and D-9-5 are both sections dealing with LUGs. 
Please combine the two sections. 

51 . Figure D-1 is a map showing the site with an outline of the plume. This map 
depicts the plume in a different orientation than what is illustrated in the 
Technical Memo. In addition, monitoring well NC-1 is shown outside the plume 
and yet it had a TCE concentration of 8.9 ~g/L in April 2013. Please add 
additional information to this map that shows groundwater elevation contours, the 
direction of groundwater flow, identified faults that may be impacting contaminant 
movement, and TCE concentrations at each well, similar to what has been done 
at the other sites. The level of detail provided on each map varies from site to 
site. Please include this data for each site and be consistent on the level of detail 
provided on the maps and figures. 

52. The Navy should think about putting the section titled "Note on Site 
Nomenclature toward the beginning of this Appendix. The text in Appendix E 
needs to tie the former CAOC NSP-2 designation in the OU 7 Feasibility Study 
and the Proposed Plan to the current CAOC 7 Stratum 1 designation. In addition, 
the OU7 Technical Memorandum needs to be made consistent with the OU7 
ROD designation. Once a designation is selected, the follow-on documents need 
to remain consistent to minimize confusion. 

53. Page E-5, Table E-4, and text pages E-5 through E-7, the scores in the table do 
not match the text, particularly for Alternative 2. Please correct the text and 
tables. There are inconsistencies throughout the tables and text in this section. 
Please check the Information in the tables and the text to be sure they match. 
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54. Tables E-4 and E-5 should include costs for 5-year reviews. 

55. Page E-1 0, subsection "Short-Term Effectiveness", please re-write this section to 
delete the reference to Alternative 4. There is no Alternative 4. 

56. Page E-11, Section E-8.6, please add that if MNA parameters do not show a 
stable or shrinking plume or if contaminant concentrations within the plume are 
statistically increasing, then the Navy will implement the necessary contingency 
to protect groundwater resources of the area. 

57. Figure E-1, please add a description of the blue arrow in the legend. Please add 
groundwater elevation contours and TCE concentrations onto the map with the 
same level of detail as other maps in the draft ROD. 

58. Page F-6, Section F-1.1.5, Land Use Controls to be Implemented, please add to 
the last sentence that any changes in land use will be coordinated and reviewed 
with the regulatory agencies and the MCLB Barstow Environmental group before 
changes are implemented. 

59. Page F-14, Section F-1.5.1, second paragraph, last sentence states, "The 
concrete in this containment was approximately 0.5 foot", please clarify what this 
thickness is referring to (sump thickness, pad thickness, etc.). 

60. Page F-18, Table F-5, please provide a summary of the analytical results for 
MW-F and NS2-2 from the RI/FS for OUs 1 and 2. A summary of this information 
should be included in the OU7 ROD to help the reader understand the 
concentration of contaminants found in the groundwater in the area surrounding 
site CAOC 10.35. 

61. Page F-28, Section F-1.8.6, please clarify whether the incremental carcinogenic 
risks are related to groundwater or soil or both. 

62. Page F-31, Sections F-1.9.4, second complete paragraph, please define the risk 
associated with soil vapor. 

63. Page F-31, Section F-1.9.6, first paragraph, please clarify whether the text 
includes VOCs in soil vapor. 

64. Page F-35, there is a discrepancy between the text in Section F-1.11.3 (Nature 
and Extent of Contamination) and F-1.11.4 (Summary of Risks). Section F-
1.11.3 states that "arsenic concentrations exceeded both the residential and 
industrial RSLs, however it did not exceed the Nebo Main Base 95th percentile 
background level of 10.43 mg/kg". Then in Section F-1.11.4, the text states that 
"the cancer risk is 1 00 percent associated with arsenic due to a maximum 
concentration of 36 mg/kg". Please correct or clarify whether background was 
exceeded in Section F-1.11.4 (the concentration of 36 mg/kg). 
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65. Attachment 2 needs to be updated to reflect all the comments and input from 
regulatory agencies and the public since the final feasibility study. This entire 
Attachment appears to be from the Draft FS and has not been updated since. 
Please update this Attachment. Our records indicate the Water Board provided 
ARARs to the Feasibility Study in July 2012. 

66. Attachment 2, Page 17, Section 2.2.1 .2 states "The state has not identified 
ARARs at this time". Yet in various sections throughout the document, the text 
indicates that the state has provided ARARs (page 6 of Attachment 2, states "A 
response letter from the Lahontan Regional RWQCB dated July 23, 2012, 
identified further state requirements for OU7. Substantive pertinent requirements 
submitted are included in this evaluation. The ARARs request letter included as 
Appendix 1 and response letters are included as Appendix 2.'' Please correct the 
discrepancies. The ARARs discussion is not consistent throughout the 
document. Please conduct a thorough technical edit to find and fix the 
discrepancies. 

67.Attachment 2, Page 25, Section 2.2.2.2 states, "The state has not identified 
ARARs at this time". Please see Editorial Comment 68 above. 

68.Attachment 2, Page 47, Section 4.5.2, states, "The state has not identified 
ARARs at this time". Please see Editorial Comment 68 above. 

EDITORIAL COMMENTS 

The following editorial comments are provided that were identified during the technical 
review. These are only a fraction of the mistakes noted during the review. The Navy 
should conduct a thorough technical edit of the entire document to ensure consistency 
between sections and other reports, correct grammatical mistakes, and to ensure a 
quality document is prepared in the Draft Final. Numerous editorial mistakes detract 
from the overall technical review of the document and leads to inconsistency and errors 
that make the document hard to read and very time consuming. 

1. Page iii, Part 1 Declaration, second paragraph, several acronyms are used but have 
not been defined. These include: DON, U.S. EPA, DTSC, and RWQCB. Please 
define them here and use the acronym in subsequent text. Please make sure that 
all acronyms are included in the acronym list. 

2. Page vi, NPZ-14 (groundwater), second paragraph, please add the word "in" 
between the words .. established" and "the" in the third sentence. 

3. Page vi, CAOC 7 Stratum 1, first sentence, please add the word "a" between the 
words "is" and "capped". 

4. Page vi, CAOC7, Stratum 1, second sentence (41
h line), add the word "groundwater" 

between the words "The" and "samples". 
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5. Page 2, Section 1.2, first bullet, define the acronym CAOC here and use the 
acronym from here on. Please include the acronym is included in the Acronym list. 

6. Page 5, Table 1-1, CAOC 10.38.10.39 Unit 7, under the column "Prior Use or 
Concern" add the words, "; residual VOCs in groundwater". 

7. Page 5, Table 1-2, CAOC 1 0, under the column "Prior Use or Concern", change the 
word "with has" to "which includes" or "that includes". 

8. Page 5, Table 1-1, CAOC10.12, under the column "Prior Use or Concern", remove 
the brackets from the words "demolished" and "features". 

9. Page 5, footnote 3 next to the last sentence, change the word "northeast" to 
"southeast". Monitoring well NSP-2 is located at the downgradient southeast comer 
of CAOC 7 Stratum 1. 

10. Page 6, second to the last sentence of the first paragraph, please add the reference 
SOTA, 2002, to the reference section (Section 8). From Page 6 though the end of 
the chapter, the reviewer noted many references that were not included in Section 8, 
References. All the missing references are not listed here for brevity, however, 
please ensure that all references cited in the text are included in Section 8 of the 
document. 

11. Page 11, Section 2.1.4.2, subsection "Nebo Main Base Hydrogeology", please add 
the words "in the" between the words "bgs" and "southeasf' in the second to the last 
sentence of the section (line 16 of my copy). 

12. Page 18, Section 3.3, first sentence of second paragraph in this section, please 
change COAC N-2 to CAOC N-2. 

13. Page 24 and 25, Table 4.2.1 : 

a. In the row titled "Remedial Alternatives and Balancing Criteria", please 
change the word "evaluating" to "evaluated" 

b. In the row titled "Remedy Cost", please correct the dollar value from 
"$174,00" to "$174,703" to be consistent with Appendix A. 

c. Global Comment to the row titled Compliance with ARARs under each site, to 
be consistent with the format of the other sections in the table, please 
consider removing the text from the beginning, starting with "NCP § 
300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B)... and ending with ... invoking the waiver." 

14.Page 27, Table 4.2.2, Summary of CAOC N-2 Area 1, based on global comment 13c 
above, consider removing the text from the start, beginning with "NCP § 
300.430(f)(S)(ii)(B) ... and ending with ... invoking the waiver." 

15. Page 31, Compliance with ARARs, see comment 13c about shortening the text. 



Mr. Pearce - 12- May 19,2014 

16. Page 31, row titled "Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Technologies 
or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable, second 
sentence, add the word "natural", between the words "the" and "degradation". 

17. Page 32, Table 3.3.2, Summary of NPZ-14, Groundwater, row titled "COCs, 
concentrations", please add a space in the word "to2013" on the second line. 

18. Page 32, row titled "Remedial Alternatives and Balancing Criteria", please delete text 
between the commas in the second to the last sentence. 

19. Page 36, in the row titled Contingency Measures Description cites Section 4.4.1.2 as 
the section dealing with contingency measures related to soil vapor extraction. This 
section only deals with groundwater. Please change the text to reference Section 
4.4.2.2. Soil Vapor. 

20.Contingency Remedy evaluation and shut-down criteria are not discussed in Section 
4.4.1.3 but rather Section 4.4.2.4. Please correct the discrepancy. 

21. Page 38, in the row titled "Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative 
Treatment Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum 
Extent Practicable", please rewrite the last sentence under subtitle Soil Vapor 
Extraction, "Contingency measures will be implemented, if needed, to protect human 
health and the environment." 

22. Page 38, row titled "Preference for Treatment as a Principle Elemenf'. Suggest 
rewriting the sentences under "Soil Vapor'' to something as follows; "The selected 
remedy for soil vapor at CAOC 7 Stratum 1, SVE for Vadose Zone Soil Only, would 
satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principle element. COCs would be 
extracted from the soil using SVE technology and the extracted vapor would be 
treated using granular activated carbon (GAC). The GAC would then be 
regenerated by destroying the VOCs either thermally or by some other method." 

23. Page 39, Section 4.4.1.1, first paragraph, first sentence, please delete the word 
"final" so that the sentence simply states .. MNA is the selected remedy for ... ". 

24. Page 39, Section 4.4.1.1, first paragraph, last sentence should be rewritten to state, 
"Specifically, because on-Base use of groundwater for drinking water will be 
restricted by the LUCs, "protectiveness" specifically refers to the protection of 
groundwater resources below the base and that the protectiveness statement refers 
to no further degradation of groundwater resources." 

25. Page 42, Section 4.4.1, first full paragraph, second sentence, change the word 
"decided" to "decide". 

26. Page 43, Section 4.2.4.4, third paragraph, please spell out TEF the first time, then 
use the acronym. Please include "TEF" in the acronym list. 
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27. Page 45, Section 5.1, first paragraph, second sentence, please add "at 
concentrations above unrestricted reuse" to the end of the sentence. The sentence 
should read ''LUCs are established to ensure long-term protectiveness and are 
required as part of the remedy when contaminants remain in place at a site at 
concentrations above unrestricted reuse levels." 

28. Page 45, Section 5. 1, third bullet, delete the word "by" at the end of the statement. 

29. Page 45, Section 5.1, fifth paragraph, the sentence uses the acronym "LUC RD", 
please define the acronym first the use the acronym in subsequent text. Please add 
"LUC RD" to the acronym list. 

30. Figure 3, please label Interstate 40. 

31. Figure 7, delete the language in "5" "such that offsite receptors are at risk." The 
criteria should include making sure that MNA parameters continue to demonstrate 
that the plumes are stable or shrinking and that concentrations of contaminants in 
the plume are decreasing (statistically). 

32. Figure 8, on the leader from the first diamond criteria in blue in the right column, add 
the word "YES" on the line extending to the green rectangle in the left column. 

33. Figures 8, on the right column, the last two rectangles have the same 
information/criteria. Delete one. 

34.1n the legend, should "K" be "Kt" based on the equation in the first diamond in the 
right column? If so, please define Kt. 

35.1n the equation on the first blue diamond in the left column, the part of the equation
e<-Trr> needs defined in the legend. 

36. Page A-6, Section A-8, the last sentence repeats itself in the third line. Please 
delete the duplicate text. 

37. Figure A-2, please add to the legend the symbol used on the Drainage Ditch on the 
right of the figure. It appears to be a gravel-lined drainage ditch or rip-rap lined 
ditch. 

38. Page 8-3, Table 8-1, row titled "California Dept. of Toxic Substances Control 
Comments on Draft FDSR, please revise the "Investigation Activities" column to 
clarify what is meant by " ... as discussed in the preceding paragraph .. n. It is unclear 
what the reference is to. 

39. Page 8-3, second to the last sentence, please add the word "in" between the words 
"bgs" and "groundwater". 
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40. Page B-4, second line of text, top of the page, please add the word "of' between the 
words "distribution" and "clay targets". 

41. Page B-5, Section B-7, second sentence, please rephrase the text for clarity. It 
seems like the text could read a couple of ways. Currently the text is confusing 
(delete the word "in", or delete the words "in soil", or delete the words ''in" and "hot
spots"). 

42. Page D-1, Section D-1, second to the last sentence, delete the reference to "two 
more" and insert the words "additional groundwater monitoring wells will be installed .. 

43. Page D-2, Table D-1, row titled "Field Investigation, Well Installation, and Sampling 
at NPZ-14 and CAOC 7 Stratum 1", reword the second sentence for clarity. 

44. Page D-5, subsection titled "Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through 
Treatment, please remove the word "Under'' at the beginning of the first sentence. 

45. Page D-6, subsection titled "Compliance to ARARs, please add the word "to" 
between the words "applicable" and Alternative 1 ". 

46.1n Figure D-2, under "Notes", No. 2, the text states, "Contaminant source not yet 
confined." It seems the word "confined" should be "confirmed". Please clarify and 
correct. 

47. Page E-3, Section E-3, last sentence of this section, change the phrase "brief 
sequence" to ''thin sequences of clayey gravel". 

48. Page E-5, Section E-7.2, last sentence of the paragraph, change the word 
"compares" to compare. 

49.Page E-8, Section E-8.2, last sentence, change the word "compares" to "compare". 

50. Page E-10, subsection "Compliance with ARARs", last sentence, please add the 
word "to" between the words "applicable" and "Alternative 1 ". 

51. Page F-6, Section F-1.1.5, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence for clarity. Please describe whether the Navy's GIS database will be 
updated so site coordinates are available for review and planning purposes. 

52. Page F-8, Section F-1.2.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence. Please see Editorial Comment 51 above. 

53. Page F-10, Section F-1.3.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence. See Editorial Comment 51 above. 
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54. Page F-14, Section F-1.4.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence. See Editorial Comment 51. 

55. Page F-17, Section F-1.5.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence. See Editorial Comment 51 above. 

56. Page F-20, Section F-1.6.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence as commented on above in Editorial Comment 51 above. 

57. Page F-21, Table F-6, row titled Rl for OU5 and 6, CAOC 4, Stratum 3, please 
revise the beginning of the text to state, "A thermal anomaly (TA) was identified 
during the ... ". 

58. Page F-23, Table F-6, row titled ERFA, third paragraph, the acronym "VICs" needs 
defined or corrected to "VOCs". 

59. Page F-24, Section F.1.7.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence as commented on above in Editorial Comment 51 above. 

60. Page F-26, Table F-7, row titled "ERFA", 4th line, the text states" ... Warehouse 2, 
soil contamination in the area offormer USTs T-28 and T 2C2 ... "Please add a 
dash in the tank identification T -2C2. 

61. Page F-28, Section F-1.8.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence as commented on above in Editorial Comment 51 above. 

62. Page F-30, Section F-1.9.3, second paragraph, second sentence, please correct the 
text," ... maximum concentrations were detected in samples collected from at 20 feet 
bgs." 

63. Page F-31, Section F-1.9.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence as commented on above in Editorial Comment 51 above. 

64. Page F-34, Section F-1.10.6, first full paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence as commented on above in Editorial Comment 51 above. 

65. Page F-35, Table F-1 0, row titled ERFA, third line on page, please correct or verify 
that the concentration identified as 1,091.076 ~g/L is correct? 

66. Page F-36, Section F-1.11.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence as commented on above in Editorial Comment 51 above. 

67. Page F-38, Section F-1.12.6, second paragraph, first sentence, please re-write this 
sentence as commented on above in Editorial Comment 51 above. 



Mr. Pearce - 16- May 19, 2014 

Thank you tor the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft Record of 
Decision for Operable Unit 7. We look forward to working with the Navy in the cleanup 
of the Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (760) 241 -3521 or at 
wmuir@waterboards.ca.gov, or Cindi Mitton at (760)241-7413 or 
cmitton@waterboards.ca .gov. 

William Muir, P.G. 
Engineering Geologist 

cc: Mary Aycock, US EPA Region 9 
Soad Hakim, Cal-EPA, DTSC 
Jim Bustamante, IRP Manager, MCLB Barstow 

WM/rdR6V:/MClB/OU7 ROD/MClB Barstow OU7 ROD Comments - RWQCB 



 

 

 
 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
 REGION IX 
 75 Hawthorne Street 
 San Francisco, CA  94105 
 
June 13, 2014 
 
Ralph Pearce, P.E. 
NAVFAC SW 
Central IPT 
1220 Pacific Highway, OPCE RP 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 
 
Re: EPA Review of the Draft Record of Decision, OU 7, Marine Corps Logistics Base 

Barstow, California, San Bernadino County 
 
Dear Mr. Pearce:  
 
This letter provides the Navy with the US Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) review of 
the above-referenced Barstow ROD.  Based on our review of past documentation, it appears 
likely that most of the ARARs have already been addressed in earlier RODs. 
 
The most major change necessary is in general comment #4.  If the DON insists on including 
ARARs that may apply to the contingency remedy, they are potentially missing some. Please 
make a note of this in your Response to Comments. 
 
General comments: 
 

1.  The ARARs discussion in Attachment 2 is from the FS and needs to be revised to reflect 
that this is the ROD, and the ARARs selected apply to the selected remedial actions.  
ARARs that may potentially apply to remedial alternatives that were not selected do not 
need to be discussed. 

2. The table refers to “potential” ARARs, both in the headings and text in the Comments 
column.  Since this is the ROD, only selected, final ARARs should be included. 

3. The table should not list requirements that are not ARARs. 
4. The table should not list ARARs that may apply to the contingency remedy.  The draft 

ROD states that an ESD will be issued if the contingency remedy is selected.  The 
ARARs for air sparging/SVE should be identified in that ESD. 
 

Specific comments: 
 

1. On page 2 of Table 1, the RCRA provisions found on page 1 are repeated.  I think the 
second instance is probably meant to apply to soil, since this table is supposedly arranged 
by medium.  However, there is no soil heading.   

2. Table 3, page 3, comment regarding ESA: A word is missing in the second sentence, 
probably “accessing.” 
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3. Table 5 should not include ARARs that are only relevant to G3, since it is the 

contingency remedy. 
 

On a separate, but related subject, EPA HQ requires that the Institutional Controls Checklist that 
was previously sent to the Navy via e-mail be completed and approved prior to the ROD going 
final.  This is a current requirement for all Federal Facility ROD’s and applies here.  Please 
contact me if you have questions or comments concerning this letter at 415-972-3289. 

 
 Sincerely, 
 
 Mary T. Aycock 
 
 Mary T. Aycock 
 Remedial Project Manager/Environmental Engineer 
 Air Force and DOE Section (SFD-8-1) 
 
 
 
cc:   Bill Muir/RWQCB 
 Soad Hakim, Cal-EPA, DTSC 
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Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 20 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

1. The ROD should follow the Navy's November 14, 2011 directive on 
"Toolkit for Preparing Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Records of Decision" 
(EPA, 2011), e.g., Responsiveness Summary should be Part 3 of the 
ROD, and ARARs should be within Part 2, not in attachments, the 
Appendices do not have to be attached to the ROD, but referred to, 
since they are already included into the Feasibility Study Report. 

The OU 7 ROD was developed in general accordance with the DON’s ROD 
guidance, U.S. EPA guidance, and numerous example RODs. Due to the large 
number of sites in this ROD, a traditional format suitable for a single-site ROD was 
not applicable. Rather, the structure of this ROD was developed to meet the goals 
of 1) producing a readable, accessible document; 2) a comprehensive document 
incorporating complete information for all 18 sites; and 3) fulfillment of all CERCLA 
requirements for a ROD.  

Regarding the comment that the “Responsiveness Summary should be Part 3 of 
the ROD”, the draft final ROD was revised to include a Part 3 that incorporates the 
Responsiveness Summary. Hence, Attachment 1 as shown in the Draft ROD is now 
Part 3 of the Draft Final ROD. The other Attachments were subsequently 
renumbered and hyperlinks and cross-references throughout the ROD document 
were updated.  

In response to the comment that “ARARs should be within Part 2, not in 
attachments”, the DON notes that the ARARs are more than 50 pages long and 
include appendices. Therefore, insertion of the ARARs into the Part 2 text would 
be cumbersome and reduce overall document readability. Hyperlinks in the 
electronic document are intended to ease navigation within this complex ROD.  

In regard to the comment that “the Appendices do not have to be attached to the 
ROD, but referred to, since they are already included into the Feasibility Study 
Report”, the DON notes that the appendices of the ROD do not duplicate the FS 
appendices. The appendices provide details for each of the 18 sites and are 
considered an integral part of the ROD. Hyperlinks are provided in Section 4 and 
elsewhere to the Appendices in the electronic version of the ROD to aid the reader 
to access details from the summary ROD narratives.   

2. The ROD covers the contingency measures in various places (such as 
Part 1 and Part 2, Sections 4.3, 4.4.1 ). These contingency measures 
should be clearly identified in the ROD. For example, air sparge/soil 
vapor extraction (AS/SVE) has been identified as the contingency 

Based on comments from the Navy legal department, the ROD text was revised to 
eliminate mention of the contingency alternatives. A new Section 8 was added to 
the ROD to explain this difference between the ROD and the Proposed Plan.  



 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

DRAFT Record of Decision (ROD) Operable Unit (OU) 7 
Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow, California  

Red Font indicates Revised Text in ROD 
 

DCN: Page 2 of 8 

 

Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 20 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
measures and if it is included in the "decision tree" in the ROD, then 
it becomes part of the remedial action under this ROD and therefore, 
this contingency measure should not require an explanation of 
significance difference (ESD), as it would be included in the remedial 
design/remedial action (RD/RA). If the contingency measure included 
in the ROD is a procedure to be conducted and is significantly 
different than currently agreed to in the ROD, then ESD or ROD 
Modification may be required. The current ROD language and Figure 
7 is confusing and not very clear, please revise. 

In response to this comment, Figure 7 (renumbered to Figure 8 in Draft Final ROD) 
was revised to clarify the MNA evaluation process. As stated in the response to the 
first part of this comment, the ROD no longer includes contingency measures or 
contingency remedies.  

 

3. The total number of sites as e.g., CAOC 10.38/10.39 is one site under 
OU 7, but it becomes two sites - CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1-6 and 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 under different response action categories. 
This causes confusion in a decision document, please clarify. 

The site count has been changed to consider CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1 – 6 as one 
site and CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7 as a separate site; hence, the total site count is 
18 sites. This change was made throughout the ROD.    

4. Page 5, Summary of Prior Use or Concern, CAOC 10: Please revise to 
state the following: "Sodium valve and metallic waste burial area 
which has soil cover and erosion control." 

The sentence was revised as follows: 

Sodium valve and metallic waste burial area, which has a soil cover and erosion 
controls. 

5. Page 7, Section 1.5, 1st paragraph below bullets: "The DON will 
consider the recommendation on additional delineation of PCB 
extent during the RD phase", please discuss this recommendation in 
Section 4.0 Summary of the Remedial Decision for Actionable Sites, 
to take into account the uncertainties. 

Recommended statement added.  



 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

DRAFT Record of Decision (ROD) Operable Unit (OU) 7 
Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow, California  

Red Font indicates Revised Text in ROD 
 

DCN: Page 3 of 8 

 

Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 20 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

6. Page 19, Section 3.4.1: RAOs should be developed for LUC sites. Section 3.4 was amended to incorporate RAOs for the LUC only sites, as follows: 

Section 3.4.1, Second to last paragraph, two bullets were added at the end: 

• Land Use Control Only Sites - CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.12, 
10.27, 10.35, 10.37, 10.38/10.39 Units 1  6, 10.49, and 10.80. RAOs for 
LUCs were developed to ensure residual contaminants left in place do not 
pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. 

ADDED:  

Section 3.4.5. Remedial Action Objectives for Land Use Control Sites 

For soil only sites, including CAOCs 9.60, 9.68, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.12, 10.27, 10.35, 
10.37, 10.38/10.39 Units 1 - 6, 10.49, and 10.80, the LUC RAO is:  

• Prevent changes in land use that would result in potentially unacceptable 
exposure to site COCs.  

 

7. Page 21, Table 3-2: both footnotes should also apply to "cleanup 
level" column. 

Revision made to reference footnote in column title 

8. Page 21, Section 3.5.2: please refer to the Technical Memorandum 
for MCL versus background. 

Section 3.5.2 was revised to add the following statement: 

The DON provides the rationale for the selection of the MCLs for the three 
groundwater contaminant plumes at the Nebo Main Base in the Technical 
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Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 20 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
Memorandum for Analysis of Groundwater Clean Up Goals and Revised Modeling 
Results at Multiple Sites, Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, 
California (Technical Memorandum) (NOREAS and Trevet 2014b), which is part of 
the Administrative Record for this ROD. 

9. Page 22, Table 3-4 (also Page 35, Section 4.3.3): Depth specific 
cleanup goals need to be consistent with the Proposed Plan, and as 
agreed to during the Feasibility Study, this much details will be 
included in the RD/RA, not in the ROD. 

The DON believes the depth-specific soil-vapor clean-up levels developed in the FS 
should be included in the ROD. In response to this comment, Table 3-4 was revised 
to eliminate the term “layers” and change the fourth column header to 
“Approximate Depth From Landfill Cap (ft bgs)”. 

10. Page 23, Section 4.1, 2nd paragraph: community and regulatory 
acceptance are "modifying criteria" not "alternatives". 

Correction made.  

11. Page 23, Section 4.1: list nine criteria according to typical order (e.g. 
compliance with ARARs should be criteria No. 2 not 6). 

Correction made. 

12. Section 4.0:  all the remedy cost should be "estimated cost" and 
round-up to the nearest $1,000. A decision document should not 
have the exact dollar cost. 

Requested change made.  

13. Page 29: the discussion on MCL versus background should be based 
on the final approved Technical Memorandum and should be part of 
the administrative record without detailed discussion in the ROD. 

The five bullets describing the Technical Memorandum were deleted as 
recommended.  

14. Page 30, Summary of CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, Remedial 
Alternatives and Balancing Criteria, please revise to: "Remedial 
Alternatives were developed, screened, and evaluated in accordance 
with the NCP". 

Revision was made. Similar revisions were made for Remedial Alternatives and 
Balancing Criteria text for the other sites with remedial action (Sections 4.2.1, 
4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.3.3). 

15. Page 31 (and other pages) and Figure 7:  it states that contingency 
measures will be implemented if MNA fails to protect off-base 
receptors. Please note that the detection of the failure to protect off-

Substantial revisions were made to Section 4.4. The terms “contingency measures” 
and “contingency remedy” were eliminated from the ROD. Section 4.4.1 was 
revised to focus on the MNA remedy performance measures and evaluation 
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Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 20 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
base receptors will be defined in the RD/RA stage. process.  

16. Page 35, Remedy Description (Soil Vapor) states that" ... any 
necessary new LUCs would be implemented ...". Any new LUC intent 
has to be defined in this ROD and detailed in the RD/RA. 

The existing language on page 35 (“Land Use Controls under the Base Master Plan 
are already in place for CAOC 7 Stratum 1; any necessary new LUCs would be 
implemented by further amendment of the Base Master Plan.”) was revised as 
follows: 

Land Use Controls for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 are already defined in the Base Master 
Plan (DON 2010). The Base Master Plan LUC for CAOC 7 Stratum 1 will be updated 
to incorporate specific provisions for protection of remedial equipment and 
monitoring wells installed as part of the remedy for this CAOC.  

17. Page 36, Contingency Measures Description (Soil Vapor):  The 
referenced sections should be 4.4.2.x, not 4.4.1.x. 

Correction made. 

18. Page 37, Contingency Measures (Groundwater):  The "off-base 
receptors" criteria may not be applicable for this site. 

As stated in response to comment # 15, the term “contingency measures” has 
been eliminated from the ROD. However, the performance measures for MNA 
remain and are consistent with EPA’s MNA guidance.  

 

19. Page 39, Table 4-1, No. 1 and No. 2:  The specific monitoring program 
(i.e. 3- year, semiannually) should be deleted from ROD and 
incorporated into the RD/RA. Also note that 3-year, semiannually 
sampling may not provide sufficient data to perform "statistical 
evaluation". Please delete any specific monitoring program from the 
ROD and incorporate it into the RD/RA. 

Recommended deletion of text made.  

20. Page 40. Table 4-1, No. 6: the modeling data already shows the 
plume expanding, please revise this language accordingly. 

The DON’s position is that the NPZ-14 and Unit 7 plumes are not expanding based 
on available monitoring data for the three groundwater sites and historical long-
term monitoring data from monitoring wells downgradient from the sites. The 
referenced plume modeling was performed to show that MNA would be viable 
even under a worst-case scenario. Therefore, the modeling results do not reflect 
actual site conditions or data, but present a test case for MNA. Please refer to the 
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Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 20 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
responses to comments on the Technical Memorandum. No revision to the ROD 
language was made to address this comment. However, note that the LTM plan for 
MNA will incorporate the EPA statistical methods to be used to determine if the 
plume is expanding, shrinking, or stable based on long-term monitoring data from 
an approved and consistent monitoring well network, consistent with state and 
federal guidance. No change to Table 4-1 was made in response to this comment. 

21. Page 40, 2nd paragraph:  please delete the following sentence "The 
DON may propose a permanent decrease in monitoring frequency or 
cessation of monitoring after it has been determined that natural 
attenuation is progressing as expected and there is very low 
probability of a threat to off-Base receptors developing". 

Recommended deletion made.  

 

22. Page 40, 2nd paragraph, last sentence:  please delete the word 
"permanent".  

The requested change was made. The sentence now reads:  

A significant decrease in monitoring frequency, with FFA concurrence, will be 
documented in the administrative record for this ROD. 

23. Page 41, Section 4.4.1.3:  AS/SVE is the selected contingency remedy; 
however, "air-sparge curtain" is selected contingency remedy for 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1. Please rectify this discrepancy. 

As stated in the response to Comment #15, the “contingency remedies” were 
removed from this ROD.  

24. Page 41, Section 4.4.1.3, item 1):  please delete the word "rate". The requested change was made. 

25. Page 42, Section 4.4.1.3, paragraph below Item 5): delete the 
paragraph and remove associated Figure 8 from ROD (to be 
consistent with Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.2.1). This information will be 
included in the RD/RA as depth specific soil vapor cleanup goals can 
be developed. 

Section 4.4.1.3 was deleted because the contingency remedies were removed 
from the ROD.   

26. Page 43, Section 4.4.2.4:  please delete the following sentence: "and 
system influent concentrations are asymptotic" from the 2nd 
paragraph. 

Section 4.4.2.4 has been renumbered to Section 4.4.2.3 “Decision Process for 
Shutting Down the SVE System at CAOC 7 Stratum 1”. The requested deletion was 
made. However, this section now includes language from the OUs 1 and 2 RODs on 



 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

DRAFT Record of Decision (ROD) Operable Unit (OU) 7 
Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow, California  

Red Font indicates Revised Text in ROD 
 

DCN: Page 7 of 8 

 

Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 20 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

determination of asymptotic conditions.  

27. Page 43, Section 4.4.2.4, 3rd paragraph, last sentence: What does it 
mean: "The TEF limits of ..." please clarify. 

Section 4.4.2.4 has been renumbered to Section 4.4.2.3. The term “TEF” was 
deleted from the revised text. The revised section now contains language adapted 
from the OUs 1 and 2 ROD for evaluation of shut-down of an SVE system. 

28. Page 43, Section 4.4.2.4, Item 1): delete the word "rate". See response to Comment #27. 

29. Page 43, Section 4.4.2.4, Item 3):  delete the word "groundwater''  in 
two places. 

See response to Comment #27. The referenced text states: “Rebound testing 
shows no or insignificant rebound in soil vapor and/or groundwater 
concentrations. Rebound testing will be performed by temporarily shutting down 
the remedial system and monitoring both soil vapor and groundwater COC 
concentrations during the shut-down period”.  

Because the soil vapor remedy is being implemented to protect groundwater 
quality, the response of groundwater concentrations during rebound tests is an 
appropriate metric for evaluation of the soil vapor remedy. No change was made 
in response to this comment. 

30. Page 45, Section 5.1, 3rd bullet: either finish the sentence or delete 
the word "by" at the end. 

The word “by” was deleted. 

31. Page 46, Section 5.1, 3rd paragraph below bullets: states" ... risk 
associated with the waste at the site no longer exists, ...". Since this 
site is LUC only site, without sampling/monitoring, please explain 
how this determination (risk no longer exists) will be achieved. 

The referenced text in the 3rd paragraph after the bullets on page 46 of Section 5.1 
was revised and now states: 

Where an EC is in place, inspections and maintenance will continue as long as the 
waste remains in place. An updated risk assessment would be required to 
determine if LUCs are no longer needed to control exposure risks. The DON will 
provide the risk assessment results and recommendations to the FFA parties for 
review and concurrence prior to any significant changes to the LUCs established in 
this ROD. 

32. Page 46, Section 5.1, 4th paragraph below bullet, last sentence: "... 
no action involving LUCs..." needs to be re-phrased to "no action that 

The requested change was made. 
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Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 20 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
may violate LUC". 

33. Page 47, Table 5-1, under "10.38/10.39, Location, Description, 
History": please delete the duplicate sentence "domestic wastewater 
lines..". 

The requested change was made. 

34. Page 47, Table 5-1, under "10.12, Location, Description, History":  
replace the word "treated" with "remediated". Also please refer 
groundwater remediation to Footnote 1. 

The requested changes were made. 

35. Page 53, Section 7, last paragraph: there is no need to specify the 
next 5-year review due date (31 Dec 2017) in the ROD. 

The recommended deletion was made. Section 7 was revised to simplify the text 
and focus on the synchronization of the MCLB Barstow five-year reviews for all 7 
OUs. 

36. Figure 7: modification to the monitoring program and optimization of 
remedy should be conducted in accordance with Navy's guidance for 
optimizing of remedial action operation, and delete the sentence 
"for last 4 sampling events' from Step 8. 

In response to comments from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Figure 7 
was deleted from the ROD. A decision-flow chart will be incorporated into the 
RD/RA work plan for the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 SVE system.  

37. Appendix A, A-8 Comparative Analysis of Alternative, page A-6, 
please remove the duplicate sentence: "with respect to". 

Correction made. 

38. Appendix C, page C-6, RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA), Investigation 
Activities: revise the 4th sentence to: "At each boring, soil samples 
were collected from the surface at 15 feet".  

The sentence was revised to state: “At each boring, two soil samples were 
collected, one from the surface and one from 15 feet bgs and analyzed for VOCs, 
SVOC, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), metals, cyanides, and TRPH ". 

39. Appendix D, D-9-5, Land Use Controls, page D-7, 2nd paragraph 
revise to: "GIS Base database will be updated so site coordinates are 
available for review and planning". 

Requested revision made.  
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

Overall Comments 

1a. The remedial action objectives (RAOs) need to be expanded to 
adequately describe the remedy components that ensure protection of 
groundwater resources. These should include achieving cleanup levels, 
maintaining plume stability, and preventing exposure to human and 
ecological receptors.  
1b. In general, the document was hard to read and review due to 
numerous and repetitive grammatical mistakes and incomplete editing. 
For the Draft Final, the document should have a complete technical edit 
to correct this deficiency and to update sections that have been brought 
forward from previous documents. We request these comments be 
addressed in the draft final ROD. 

a. The RAOs presented in the ROD were reviewed by the FFA signatories in the 
Feasibility Study (FS) finalized in June 2013. Please refer to Section 2.2 of the 
ARARs (Attachment 1 of the ROD) for the full discussion on the positions of 
the State of California and the Department of the Navy (DON) regarding 
California SWRCB Res. 92-49 and 68-16 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550.4 . 
As stated on page 2-12 in the ARARs (Attachment 1): “Whereas the DON and 
the State of California have not agreed on whether California Res. 92 49 and 
68 16 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550.4 are ARARs for this response action, 
the FS documents each party’s position on the resolutions but does not 
attempt to resolve the issue.” Therefore, no changes to the RAOs for 
groundwater are proposed in response to this comment. However, additional 
RAOs have been developed for Land Use Controls (LUCs) in response to DTSC 
comments received on the Draft ROD (see revised Section 3.4).  

b. A technical edit of the document has been completed. 

General Comments 

1. For the three sites where groundwater is a concern, the ROD states 
that the monitored natural attenuation (MNA) alternative will 
protect offsite human receptors from ingestion of groundwater 
impacted with volatile organic compounds (TCE and or PCE 
depending on the site). The Water Board requests that the Navy add 
language under the remedial action objectives for each groundwater 
site that states if natural attenuation parameters indicate increasing 
plume size or that contaminant concentrations within the plumes are 
increasing, the Navy will take actions to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the monitored natural attenuation remedy, and if necessary, 
implement active remediation at the site(s). While the Navy is being 
protective of off-site receptors, the Water Board requests that if 

In response to this comment, the DON has added language to Section 4.4 
(Implementation of Remedies for Groundwater and Soil Vapor Sites) that MNA will 
be considered to be effective as long as the plume is stable or shrinking in extent 
and concentrations are stable or decreasing over time. Table 4-1 has been revised 
to clarify that the Long-Term Monitoring (LTM) Plan for MNA will include the 
methods for statistical analysis of long-term monitoring data to confirm that 
natural attenuation is occurring according to expectations. Section 4.4.1.1 
Performance Monitoring for MNA provides the specific actions the DON will take 
in response to failure of the MNA groundwater remedy.  

Figure 7 was added to illustrate the location and current extent of three OU 7 
groundwater sites at the Nebo Main Base. Figure 8 illustrates the MNA evaluation 
process including when the DON would evaluate a more active remedy for the 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
monitoring data indicate the MNA alternative shows evidence of 
increasing plume size, or increasing contaminant concentrations in 
monitoring wells suggesting that natural attenuation is not taking 
place as predicted, that the Navy will evaluate implementing a more 
active remedial system at the site(s). 

site. 

2. In several areas of the text, the MNA alternative refers to MNA as a 
process. MNA is the monitoring of natural attenuation processes and 
should be referenced as such. Natural attenuation processes include 
biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, sorption, volatilization, 
radioactive decay, and chemical and biological stabilization, 
transformation, or destruction of contaminants. The MNA remedy 
collects data to evaluate if these natural attenuation processes are 
indeed taking place at the site. 

Usage of the term MNA in the ROD has been revised to be consistent with this 
comment. The term “MNA remedy” is also used through-out this ROD.  

3. In the introductory sections (Chapter 1 and 2), numerous references 
cannot be found in Section 8, References. Please ensure that all cited 
references are included in the reference section. Throughout the 
document, numerous grammatical errors were found that detracted 
from a complete and thorough review. Besides being time 
consuming in the review, these errors should be addressed by the 
Navy before the document is sent to the regulatory agencies. 

All cited references have been verified and added, as necessary, to the references 
section. 

Specific Comments 

1. a. Page v, under CAOC 10.38/10.39. Please include in remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) for all groundwater sites that the process of 
natural attenuation must be monitored and natural attenuation 
processes must continue, or the Navy will be required to investigate 
further. 

b. The RAOs should include the protection of groundwater resources 

a. The following text was added to each of the groundwater sites: “The DON will 
perform on-going monitoring and data evaluations of groundwater as part of the 
MNA remedy to ensure that the RAO is being met and to determine if additional 
actions are required.” 

b. Please see responses to Overall Comment 1a and General Comment 1.  
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
(non-degradation) and a prohibition against further groundwater 
degradation (expanding plume, increasing concentrations in plume 
monitoring wells, etc.). 

2. Page v, under CAOC N-2 Area 1, second paragraph, please include a 
statement that land use controls (LUCs) will be reviewed by the State 
to ensure that the Base Master Plan has been updated to include 
land use controls (LUCs) where appropriate . 

The requested changes were made. 

3. Page vii, CAOC7 Stratum 1, first full paragraph, as stated in comment 
number 1 above, the RAOs should include the protection of 
groundwater resources (non- degradation) and a prohibition against 
further groundwater degradation (expanding plume, increasing 
concentrations in plume monitoring wells, etc.). 

Please see response to Overall Comment 1a.  

4. Pages 16 and 17, Table 3-1, the Water Board requests that 
groundwater sites (10.38/10.39, NPZ-14, and CAOC 7 Stratum1) 
include a statement that groundwater resources are sources of 
drinking water and must be protected. 

The requested changes were made. 

5. Page 19, 4th bullet, please add additional RAOs for groundwater that 
include the protection of groundwater resources (non-degradation), 
and ensuring that monitored natural attenuation (MNA) parameters 
continue to be protective of groundwater. 

Please see responses to Overall Comment 1a and General Comment 1. 

6. Page 20, Remedial Action Objectives for Groundwater, for all three 
sites include the following MNA parameters as RAOs: 

a. Ensure the remedy restores groundwater to the water quality 
objectives defined in the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Lahontan Region (Basin Plan). 

b. Reduce or eliminate further impact to groundwater by 

 

a. Please see responses to Overall Comment 1a and General Comment 1. 
b. See Performance Measures in Section 4.4.1 of the ROD 
c. Ecological receptors were not identified for the three OU 7 groundwater 

sites due to the depth of groundwater. The RAO for groundwater 
identified protection of human receptors. 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
maintaining plume stability. 

c. Prevent exposure to human and ecological receptors. 

7. Page 21, Table 3-2, under the column "Chemical of Concern"; please 
verify the PCB identification -Aroclor 1061 versus 1016. Based on the 
Appendices, the referenced to Aroclor 1061 should be Aroclor 1016. 
Please verify and correct the discrepancy. 

The correct compound is Aroclor 1016. Table 3-2 and the text were corrected. 

8. Page 21 Table 3-2, middle column, please change the Cleanup Level 
for Aroclor 1016 to 3.7 mg/kg. The current RSLs (November 2013) 
have changed and the newest levels need to be incorporated in the 
ROD. 

The requested change was made to the latest RSLs published May 2014.  

9. Page 21, Section 3.5.2, second paragraph, the ROD should state that 
a technical and economic analysis to justify the use of a cleanup goal 
less than the MCL was completed and concluded that while the 
timeframe and cost to clean up the site to background 
concentrations was not significantly different, the MCL was used as a 
means to evaluate the natural attenuation process. The Navy's 
evaluation shows that natural attenuation processes will continue 
until all contaminants have reached background concentrations. 

The following text was added to the end of the first paragraph of Section 3.5.2: 
The DON provides the rationale for the selection of the MCLs for the three 
groundwater contaminant plumes at the Nebo Main Base in the Technical 
Memorandum for Analysis of Groundwater Clean Up Goals and Revised Modeling 
Results at Multiple Sites, Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, 
California (NOREAS and Trevet 2014b), which is part of the Administrative Record 
for OU 7. 

 

10. a. The ROD shows costs that are consistently about 20 percent less 
than the costs identified in the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan 
with no reduction in approach. The costs should be consistent with 
the analysis presented in the Final Feasibility Study.  

b. The Water Board requests that the Navy include a cost analysis 
that incorporates groundwater monitoring in out-years (after natural 
attenuation has been defined) only being conducted once every 
5 years to ensure natural attenuation processes are continuing. 

a. The present worth for each selected remedy in the ROD is consistent with both 
the FS Report and Proposed Plan. In response to a comment from DTSC, the ROD-
listed present worth values were rounded to the nearest thousand. 

b. The FFA signatories reviewed and accepted the remedial alternative cost 
analyses presented in the Final FS Report. Although monitoring of the MNA 
remedy will continue as long as needed to ensure protection of human health and 
the environment, the DON did not include the cost of groundwater monitoring “in 
the out-years” in the ROD due to the uncertainties of LTM duration. No change 
was made in response to this comment. 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

11. Page 26, Table 4.2.2, Summary for CAOC N-2 Area 1, please correctly 
identify the PCB congener and correct the discrepancy between 
Aroclor 1061 versus 1016 in the rows, "Remedial Action Objectives" 
and "Cleanup Levels". 

The text has been corrected to identify the correct PCB congener (Aroclor 1016) in 
Table 4.2.2. 

12. Page 26, Table 4.2.2, Summary for CAOC N-2 Area 1, please use the 
most current RSLs as the cleanup levels. For Aroclor 1016, the 
industrial cleanup goal is be 3.7 mg/kg in the latest tables. 

The requested change was made using May 2014 published RSLs. 

13. Page 29, bullet 5 may require changes based on the re-evaluation of 
costs requested in the Technical Memorandum prepared by NOREAS 
and Trevet, March 2014. 

See response to Specific Comment 10b.  
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

14. Page 29, the bulleted list should include language that states 
monitoring data must continue to show that the plume is shrinking 
and the contaminant concentrations within the plume continue to 
show a downward trend, all of which is an indicator that natural 
attenuation processes are working to diminished the contaminant 
concentrations at each site. If these conditions change, the Navy will 
look at a more active remedy. 

See response to General Comment 1. Section 4.3, page 29, was revised to 
eliminate the specific factors as listed in the DON’s Technical Memorandum for 
Analysis of Groundwater Clean Up Goals and Revised Modeling Results at Multiple 
Sites (“Technical Memorandum”). The following language was added to 
Section 4.3: 

Due to some uncertainties and limitations in the data available at the time of FS, 
the DON has incorporated specific performance measures into this ROD 
(Section 4.4.1). The performance measures include a stable or shrinking plume and 
decreasing trends in contaminant concentrations within the plume as key 
indicators that natural attenuation processes are working and the selected remedy 
remains effective and protective. The DON will develop a long-term monitoring 
(LTM) plan to monitor the MNA remedy performance, as described in 
Section 4.4.1.1. If long-term monitoring data for the three OU 7 groundwater 
plumes indicate expansion of the plume such that there is a credible risk to off-
base groundwater receptors, the DON will evaluate the need for an enhanced, 
amended, or alternative remedy. The LUCs established under the OUs 1 and 2 ROD 
(DON 1998a) will be extended to incorporate the OU 7 groundwater sites as 
described in Section 5.0.  

15. Page 29, bullet number 5 should include language that says while 
continued site specific monitoring of the three sites after reaching 
the MCL will not be required, the process of natural attenuation will 
continue until  background levels are achieved. Basewide 
groundwater monitoring will continue and will likely include the 
monitoring of select wells in these areas into the future. 

Please see response to Overall Comment 1a, General Comment 1, and Specific 
Comment 14.  
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

16. Page 29, last bullet is not really true for these groundwater sites and 
should be deleted. The Navy is not proposing an active remedy, 
therefore the statement that "remediating to background would not 
result in additional reduction of risk to downgradient receptors", is 
irrelevant. Natural attenuation processes will continue to 
background. The bullet should be rewritten or deleted. 

Bulleted statements deleted. Please see response to Specific Comment 14.  

17. Page 30, Table 4.3.1 Summary of CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, the 
Remedial Action Objectives need to be expanded to include text 
about the protection of groundwater resources in the area, to ensure 
that the remedy meets water quality objectives as defined in the 
Lahontan Basin Plan, that plume stability is maintained, and 
monitoring data continues to show statistically decreasing trends in 
groundwater monitoring wells that monitor the plume. 

Please see response to Overall Comment 1a, General Comment 1, and Specific 
Comment 14.  

18. Page 31, Contingency Measures Description, the contingency needs 
to describe the actions that will be taken if MNA alone does not 
achieve the RAOs. Implementation of these additional actions will be 
initiated based on the monitoring data being collected as part of the 
remedy implementation. Please make sure that the remedy 
description section references the section identifying the 
contingency description (pages 37 and 38, Section 4.4.1.1 references 
Section 4.4.1.2). If MNA parameters show the plume is expanding or 
monitoring wells statistically show that contaminant concentrations 
are increasing within the plume, then the Navy will be required to 
evaluate a more active remedial approach. 

In response to comments from the DON’s legal department, all language 
describing remedial contingency measures or contingency remedies were 
removed from the Draft Final ROD. See new Section 8 that provides a 
Documentation of Significant Changes from the proposed plan to the ROD. 

Section 4.4.1 provides a robust MNA remedy evaluation procedure and specific 
MNA performance measures that the DON will implement for this remedy.  

19. Page 31, Remedy Costs. The Navy needs to be sure that the costs 
described here are consistent with any updated costs derived in the 
OU7 Technical Memorandum. 

Please see response to Specific Comment 10b. 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

20. Protection of Human Health and the Environment, please add a 
statement that the remedy includes the protection of groundwater 
resources by ensuring that groundwater will meet the water quality 
objectives as defined in the Basin Plan. 

Please see response to Overall Comment 1a.  

21. Page 32, Remedial Action Objectives, please see comment 18 above. Please see response to General Comment 1. 

22. Page 32, Table 3.3.2, Summary of NPZ-14 Groundwater, row titled 
"Remedial Action Objectives", please see comment 18 above. 

Please see response to General Comment 1. 

23. Page 38, Section 4.4.1, add a statement that RAOs for the 
groundwater sites include ensuring that the selected remedy 
restores groundwater to levels that meet the water quality 
objectives as defined in the Basin Plan. Natural attenuation 
processes will remain at work until background levels are achieved. 

Please see response to Overall Comment 1a. 

24. Page 38, Section 4.4.1, second paragraph, please change the 
reference to the Nebo Main Base and replace with the OU7 
Groundwater Sites so that the sentence reads, "LUCs established in 
the OU1 and OU2 ROD will also be maintained at the OU7 
Groundwater sites to prevent potable use of the groundwater until 
cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 1 and 2 ROD Section 1.4.2)". 

Requested change made. 

25. Page 39, Table 4-1, First Condition, please add a statement that 
contaminant concentrations for monitoring well data within the 
plume will be evaluated using trend analyses to evaluate whether 
contaminant concentrations are statistically decreasing and the 
plumes are stable or shrinking. 

The following text replaces the prior text for Condition No. 1 “Monitoring & Data 
Evaluations”: 

Statistical analysis of long term monitoring data will be conducted in accordance 
with U.S. EPA guidance (2009) to confirm that natural attenuation is occurring 
according to expectations. MNA performance expectations include a stable or 
shrinking plume extent and stable or decreasing groundwater COC concentrations. 

26. Page 40, Table 4-1, Condition No. 6, please change the reference 
from Criterion #4 to Condition No. 4 since that is how they are 

MNA performance terminology was changed to “Conditions” throughout Section 
4. The order of the MNA conditions 1 through 8 was revised to better organize the 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
referenced in the text on Page 39. In addition, please add a 
statement in Condition No. 6 that refers to plume stability and an 
evaluation that no statistical increase of contaminant concentrations 
is occurring that would suggest that MNA is not working. 

evaluation process; see also revised Figure 8 (formerly Figure 7). The following text 
replaces the prior text for Condition No. 7 (formerly No. 6) in Table 4-1: 

Statistical analysis of long term monitoring data will be conducted in accordance 
with U.S. EPA guidance to determine plume stability and concentration trends; the 
evaluation results will be reported annually in the MCLB Barstow Annual 
Groundwater Monitoring Report. 

27. Page 40, Section 4.4.1.2, section titled "Process for Implementation 
of Groundwater Contingency Measure". This section should focus on 
ensuring that the remedy restores the groundwater to meet water 
quality objectives as defined in the Basin Plan. This includes showing 
that the plume is stable or shrinking, the plume is decreasing in 
concentration (statistically based analysis), and that in general, 
natural attenuation processes are continuing and are protective of 
human health and the environment, including groundwater 
resources. 

Please see response to Overall Comment 1a. This section specifies that the DON 
will review both the effectiveness and protectiveness of the MNA remedy per the 
MNA performance process described in Section 4.4.1. 

 

28. Page 46 third full paragraph, the text states "... where an engineering 
control (EC) is in place, inspections and maintenance will continue 
until the risk associated with the waste at the site no longer exists, 
subsequently, LUCs will be lifted, and the 5-year review process will 
cease." Text should be added that the Navy will have to prepare a 
document for regulatory review before any engineering controls or 
LUCs can be lifted. 

The third full paragraph on Page 46 (now page 5-2) was modified (see strike-
out/underline) to read:  

The DON will conduct inspections of the LUCs under this ROD during the Five-year 
review, and complete any recommended follow-up actions to ensure that the 
selected LUC remedy continues to be protective of human health and the 
environment. Where an EC is in place, inspections and maintenance will 
continue until the risk associated with the waste at the site no longer exists; 
subsequently, LUCs will be lifted, and the 5-year review requirement will cease as 
long as the waste remains in place. An updated risk assessment would be required 
to determine if LUCs are no longer needed to control exposure risks. The DON will 
provide the risk assessment results and recommendations to the FFA signatories 
for review and concurrence prior to any significant changes to the LUCs 
established in this ROD. 



 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

DRAFT Record of Decision (ROD) Operable Unit (OU) 7 
Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow, California  

Red Font indicates Revised Text in ROD 
 

DCN:  Page 10 of 18 

 

Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

29. Page 53, Section 7.0, Five-Year Review Requirement. The text should 
state up front that Five-Year Reviews will be required on all sites 
where contaminants remain in place above unrestricted reuse 
criteria. 

The requested change was made. 

30. Page A-6, Table A-2, Hot Spot Removal Alternative, under costs, 
please include the cost of LUC inspections and 5-Year Review costs. 

The cost of LUCs and 5-Year Reviews were added for Alternatives 2 and 3. 

31. Page B-3, Section B-4, first sentence. Please verify that Aroclor 1016 
is the correct Aroclor. Elsewhere in the document, the reference is to 
Aroclor 1061. 

The text was corrected to Aroclor 1016 throughout the ROD. 

32. Page B-5, Table B-3, Row 3 - Surface Vacuuming and Hot Spot 
Removal", please add costs to conduct an annual LUC inspection and 
the cost for 5-Year Reviews.  

The Project Duration should be expanded to clarify that the removal 
action will take about 8 months to complete, the LUCs will remain in 
place until concentrations at the site are below unrestricted reuse 
criteria. 

See response to Specific Comment 37 for discussion of LUC costs. 

Project Duration for Alternative 3 was revised to read: 

“Project duration: 8 months for the removal action; LUCs will remain in place until 
concentrations are below levels that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited 
exposure.” 

33. Page B-8, Section B-9.3, second to last sentence of first paragraph, 
please add that the regulatory agencies will also review any changes 
to land use at the site. 

The requested change was made. 

34. Figure B-2, please identify on the figure where the area with PCB 
contamination is located. 

The requested change was made. 

35. Page C-4, Section C-1.4, this section discusses transport pathways 
and chemicals of concern at CAOC 10.38/10.39. The second sentence 
discusses pathways at CAOC 10.37. Is this correct?  Please clarify. 

The text “CAOC 10.37” was corrected to “CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 1-7”. 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

36. Page C-9, Section C-2.5, last sentence of third paragraph, please add 
that the contaminants continue to be a threat to groundwater 
resources in the area. 

Please see response to Overall Comment 1a and General Comment 1. 

37. Table C-5, please add costs for LUCs in Alternative 2. In addition, 
please describe why the MNA scenario is only assumed to be 11 
years when the Technical Memorandum assumes a continuing 
source out to 30 years. Based on  the Technical Memorandum, the 
estimated time for concentrations to reach the MCL is 15 years. The 
Technical Memorandum and the ROD need to present the same data 
(see Technical Memorandum page 3-9). Costs should also be the 
same between documents. 

The costs for LUCs in Alternative 2 were insignificant compared to other costs and 
were not included in the FS or the ROD. The following note was added at the 
bottom of Table C-5: “The LUC and five-year review costs for Alternatives 2 and 3 
were insignificant compared to other costs and were not included in the FS or this 
ROD. The LUC implementation costs will be identified in the RD/RA work plan.” 
Similar language was also added to the Tables B-2, D-2, E-3, and E-5 in Appendices 
D and E. 

Section 5.2 (Sites Requiring Land Use Controls Only) of the ROD was updated to 
add estimated costs for implementation of LUCs at these 12 sites including annual 
inspections and a five year review cost taken from the FS.  

The remedial costs or duration of MNA will not be changed in the ROD to match 
the costs in the Technical Memorandum. Please see response to Specific Comment 
10 b. Note also, in response to a comment from DTSC, details from the Technical 
Memorandum are not included in the Draft Final ROD.  

38. Page C-13, Section C-2.8.4, Description of Contingency, the first 
sentence needs to include the condition that if MNA monitoring data 
show plume migration or increasing plume size or increasing 
contaminant concentrations over time (statistically increasing 
trends), then contingency measures will be implemented. 

Section C-2.8.4 updated to be consistent with response to General Comment 1 and 
Specific Comment 14.  

39. Page C-13, why are there two sections dealing with LUCs?  Both 
discuss LUCs relative to groundwater. Please combine into one 
section. 

The requested change was made. Note that changes were made in the Appendices 
LUC descriptions in response to EPA’s LUC checklist.  

40. Figure C-2, please add groundwater elevation (or equal-potential 
lines) contours to this figure. Groundwater flow direction is already 

The requested change was made.  
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
illustrated on the map. 

41. Figure C-3, why does this map show a plume configuration with no 
boundary to the east. This is contrary to what has been shown in the 
Technical Memo and in the latest groundwater monitoring reports. 
Please revise this figure to show the plume as represent by the most 
current data. This needs to be consistent in all documents. This figure 
suggests that the Navy has not established a downgradient boundary 
on the plume which is contrary to what has been presented in the 
Final FS, the Proposed Plan and the Technical Memorandum. 

The requested changes were made. Figures for the groundwater sites were 
harmonized between the Draft Final ROD, Technical Memorandum, and 2013 
Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report.  

42. Page D-1, Section D-1 last sentence in the section references Figure 
D-1 and the extent of TCE in groundwater. Please be consistent in 
the plume configuration between the Technical Memorandum 
(Figure 4-3) and this ROD. They are companion documents. 

See response to Specific Comment 41.  

43. Page D-1, Table D-1, row titled "Investigations of TCE Exceedances at 
Piezometer NPZ-14, the table lists six possible sources of TCE in the 
groundwater at the site. It would be helpful to identify these areas 
on Figure D-1. 

Potential source labeling has been added to Figure D-1 as requested. 

44. Page D-2, Table D-1, row titled Investigation of TCE Exceedances at 
Piezometer NPZ-14, last paragraph under Investigation Activities, 
please add a statement about whether or not the assumptions used 
in 2010 to eliminate CAOC 14 Stratum 1, Channel A and Stratum 6, 
Channel F as potential sources of chlorinated solvents is still valid. 

The following statement was added:  

Based on relatively stable land use (open undeveloped land) in the NPZ-14 area 
since the OUs 5 and 6 ROD was signed (1998), the DON has no reason to suspect 
these channels are new contributing sources of chlorinated solvents to the NPZ-14 
area. 

45. Page D-3, Section D-6, Section titled Summary of Risks, please 
include a statement that the Water Board considers the groundwater 
resource as a receptor and that it must be protected. 

The following statement was added as the fourth sentence to the first paragraph 
of Section D-6: 

(Please refer to Section 2.2.1 of the ARARs (Attachment 1) for a discussion of the 
positions of the State of California and the DON regarding California SWRCB Res. 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
92-49 and 68-16 and Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 2550.4.) 

46. Page D-4, Table D-2, Remedial Alternatives Evaluated in the FS, under 
Alternative 2, Monitored Natural Attenuation, the description states 
that the project duration is 11 years. On page 4-10 of the Technical 
Memorandum, the estimated time for TCE to reach MCL 
concentrations (conservative estimate), is 17 years and 40 years for 
concentrations to reach background. These documents are 
companion documents and should be consistent. Please clarify the 
discrepancy between the documents. 

The plume modeling in the Technical Memorandum was performed to show that 
MNA would be viable even under worst-case scenario. Therefore the modeling 
results do not reflect actual conditions but rather present a test case for MNA. The 
time estimated in the FS Report match the actual site data available at the time of 
the FS. The project durations in the ROD are consistent with FS.  

47. Page D-4, Table D-2, row titled Monitored Natural Attenuation, in the 
Cost Estimate column, please add costs for annual LUC inspections 
and the cost of 5- Year Reviews. The same comment applies for the 
Air Sparging/Soil Vapor Extraction alternative. 

See response to Specific Comment 37. 

48. Page D-6, subsection titled "Implementability", please delete the 
word "two" in the phrase "... involves installation of two monitoring 
wells ...". The Navy should not limit itself to two additional 
monitoring wells at this site. To fully characterize the site may 
require more than two wells. 

The requested change was made. 

49. Page D-7, Section D-9-4, "Description of Contingency Remedy", the 
statement that if the selected remedy fails to protect off-Base 
receptors is weak. A statement should be added that if MNA shows 
the contaminant plumes continue to expand or concentrations 
within the plume are statistically increasing, the Navy will implement 
the contingency to be protective of groundwater resources and to 
comply with the State's anti-degradation policy. 

As stated in response to Comment # 18, the DON has removed all language in the 
ROD for “contingency remedies” or “contingency measures”. Section 4.4.1 of the 
ROD provides a robust MNA remedy evaluation procedures and specific 
effectiveness measures that address this comment.  

50. Page D-7, Sections D-9-3 and D-9-5 are both sections dealing with 
LUCs. Please combine the two sections. 

The requested change was made. 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

51. Figure D-1 is a map showing the site with an outline of the plume. 
This map depicts the plume in a different orientation than what is 
illustrated in the Technical Memo. In addition, monitoring well NC-1 
is shown outside the plume and yet it had a TCE concentration of 
8.9 µg/L in April 2013. Please add additional information to this map 
that shows groundwater elevation contours, the direction of 
groundwater flow, identified faults that may be impacting 
contaminant movement, and TCE concentrations at each well, similar 
to what has been done at the other sites. The level of detail provided 
on each map varies from site to site. Please include this data for each 
site and be consistent on the level of detail provided on the maps 
and figures. 

The figures for groundwater sites were harmonized between the Draft Final ROD 
and the Technical Memorandum. The most recent concentrations (October 2013) 
were used on the revised Figure D-1. Figures have been revised to show TCE 
concentrations, groundwater flow direction, and groundwater contours on the 
figures for the three groundwater sites. 

52. The Navy should think about putting the section titled "Note on Site 
Nomenclature” toward the beginning of this Appendix. The text in 
Appendix E needs to tie the former CAOC 7 NSP-2 designation in the 
OU 7 Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan to the current CAOC 7 
Stratum 1 designation. In addition, the OU7 Technical Memorandum 
needs to be made consistent with the OU7 ROD designation. Once a 
designation is selected, the follow-on documents need to remain 
consistent to minimize confusion. 

The following note was added to the beginning Appendix E, and to Part 1 (page vii) 
of the ROD text: 

Note on Site Nomenclature: The OU 7 Feasibility Study Report (NOREAS and 
Sealaska Environmental Services 2014) identifies CAOC 7 Stratum 1 as “NSP-2”, 
which is a monitoring well for this site. However, the OU 7 ROD uses the CAOC 7 
Stratum 1 site name. 

The DON has harmonized site nomenclature in the Technical Memorandum with 
the ROD. 

53. Page E-5, Table E-4, and text pages E-5 through E-7, the scores in the 
table do not match the text, particularly for Alternative 2. Please 
correct the text and tables. There are inconsistencies throughout the 
tables and text in this section. Please check the information in the 
tables and the text to be sure they match. 

The inconsistencies between the text and the tables were corrected. 

54. Tables E-4 and E-5 should include costs for 5-year reviews See response to Specific Comment 37. 

55. Page E-10, subsection "Short-Term Effectiveness", please re-write The requested change was made. 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
this section to delete the reference to Alternative 4. There is no 
Alternative 4. 

56. Page E-11, Section E-8.6, please add that if MNA parameters do not 
show a stable or shrinking plume or if contaminant concentrations 
within the plume are statistically increasing, then the Navy will 
implement the necessary contingency to protect groundwater 
resources of the area. 

This section refers back to the MNA evaluation procedures described in ROD 
Section 4.4.  

 

57. Figure E-1, please add a description of the blue arrow in the legend. 
Please add groundwater elevation contours and TCE concentrations 
onto the map with the same level of detail as other maps in the draft 
ROD. 

The blue arrow has been added to the legend for Figure E-1. Figures for 
groundwater sites were harmonized between the Draft Final ROD and the 
Technical Memorandum. The most recent concentrations (October 2013) were 
used on the revised Figure E-1. Figures have been revised to show TCE 
concentrations, groundwater flow direction, and groundwater contours on the 
figures for the three groundwater sites. 

58. Page F-6, Section F-1.1.5, Land Use Controls to be implemented, 
please add to the last sentence that any changes in land use will be 
coordinated and reviewed with the regulatory agencies and the 
MCLB Barstow Environmental group before changes are 
implemented. 

The requested change was made. 

59. Page F-14, Section F-1.5.1, second paragraph, last sentence states, 
'The concrete in this containment was approximately 0.5 foot", 
please clarify what this thickness is referring to (sump thickness, pad 
thickness, etc.). 

The sentence was revised to read: “The concrete in this containment area was 
approximately 0.5 foot thick based on the RFA boring (BNI 1998).” 

60. Page F-18, Table F-5, please provide a summary of the analytical 
results for MW-F and NS2-2 from the Rl/FS for OUs 1 and 2. A 
summary of this information should be included in the OU7 ROD to 
help the reader understand the concentration of contaminants found 
in the groundwater in the area surrounding site CAOC 10.35. 

The following sentence was added to Table F-5 to describe the analytical results 
for wells MW-F and NS2-2: ”TCE and PCE levels in the downgradient wells (NS2-2 
and MW-F) were relatively stable and below MCLs, with the exception of a one 
quarter increase of PCE to 18 ug/L in NS2-2 (3/2001) which decreased to less than 
1 ug/L in 12 subsequent sampling events (TTEC, 2006).” 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
Cited data were reported in the Final Groundwater Monitoring Report for 2005, 
OUs 1 and 2, MCLB Barstow, Barstow, California (TTEC 2006). That document is 
also referenced in that row of Table F-5 and in the reference section. 

61. Page F-28, Section F-1.8.6, please clarify whether the incremental 
carcinogenic risks are related to groundwater or soil or both. 

The incremental carcinogenic risks are related to soil. Groundwater is being 
addressed under OU2 ROD for Nebo North groundwater plume. 

The text was changed from “…human health risks..” to “…human health risks 
related to soil…” 

62. Page F-31, Sections F-1.9.4, second complete paragraph, please 
define the risk associated with soil vapor. 

The following sentence was added to Section F-1.9.4: ”Total risks were calculated 
to range from 1.0 x10-6 to 4.8 x10-8, based on DTSC and U.S. EPA toxicity criteria, 
respectively.“ 

63. Page F-31, Section F-1.9.6, first paragraph, please clarify whether the 
text includes VOCs in soil vapor. 

The incremental risk that exceeded 1x10-6 did not include VOCs in soil vapor. The 
first sentence was modified to read: “Because the incremental carcinogenic 
human health risks from exposure to soil at this CAOC exceeded 1 x 10-6, for 
information and future planning purposes, a description of the history of this 
CAOC will be provided in the Base Master Plan.” 

64. Page F-35, there is a discrepancy between the text in Section F-1.11.3 
(Nature and Extent of Contamination) and F-1.11.4 (Summary of 
Risks). Section F-1.11.3 states that "arsenic concentrations exceeded 
both the residential and industrial RSLs, however it did not exceed 
the Nebo Main Base 95th percentile background level of 10.43 
mg/kg". Then in Section F-1.11.4, the text states that "the cancer risk 
is 100 percent associated with arsenic due to a maximum 
concentration of 36 mg/kg". Please correct or clarify whether 
background was exceeded in Section F-1.11.4 (the concentration of 
36 mg/kg). 

The maximum concentration of arsenic detected in soil at CAOC 10.49 was 36 
mg/kg (error corrected). The sentences “Arsenic concentrations exceeded both 
the residential and industrial RSL. However, the detected concentrations did not 
exceed the Nebo Main Base arsenic 95th percentile background level of 
10.43 mg/kg and are considered normal for the region and not CAOC-related.” 
were replaced with the following sentence “Arsenic concentrations (maximum of 
36 mg/kg) exceeded both the residential and industrial RSL and the Nebo Main 
Base arsenic 95th percentile background level of 10.43 mg/kg. 

65. Attachment 2 needs to be updated to reflect all the comments and 
input from regulatory agencies and the public since the final 
feasibility study. This entire Attachment appears to be from the Draft 

The ARARs (now Attachment 1 of the ROD) were updated to reflect the final 
selected ARARs for the ROD. All the comments and input from regulatory agencies 
and the public since the final feasibility study have been included as appendices to 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
FS and has not been updated since. Please update this Attachment. 
Our records indicate the Water Board provided ARARs to the 
Feasibility Study in July 2012. 

Attachment 1. 

66. Attachment 2, Page 17, Section 2.2.1.2 states "The state has not 
identified ARARs at this time". Yet in various sections throughout the 
document, the text indicates that the state has provided ARARs 
(page 6 of Attachment 2, states "A response letter from the Lahontan 
Regional RWQCB dated July 23, 2012, identified further state 
requirements for OU7. Substantive pertinent requirements 
submitted are included in this evaluation. The ARARs request letter 
included as Appendix 1 and response letters are included as 
Appendix 2."  Please correct the discrepancies. The ARARs discussion 
is not consistent throughout the document. Please conduct a 
thorough technical edit to find and fix the discrepancies. 

The first paragraph in Section 2.2.1.2 was an error in the FS Report ARARs text. 
Similar errors were removed from the ARARs throughout the text. 

67. Attachment 2, Page 25, Section 2.2.2.2 states, "The state has not 
identified ARARs at this time". Please see Editorial Comment 68 
above. 

See response to Specific Comment 66. 

68. Attachment 2, Page 47, Section 4.5.2, states, "The state has not 
identified ARARs at this time". Please see Editorial Comment 68 
above. 

See response to Specific Comment 66. 

Editorial Comments 

1 through 23, 25 through 45, and 47 through 67. Changes to Editorial Comments 1 through 67, with the exception of editorial 
Comments 5, 13c., 24, 31, and 46 which were significant and are addressed below. 
The text or figures on which editorial comments 25, 26, and 32 through 35 were 
based was removed; therefore, these comments no longer apply. 

5. Page 5, Table 1-1, CAOC 10.38.10.39 Unit 7, under the column "Prior The following text was added “; chlorinated VOCs (TCE, PCE) in groundwater” 
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Comments provided by William Muir, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) on 19 May 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
Use or Concern" add the words,"; residual VOCs in groundwater''. 

13c. Global Comment to the row titled Compliance with ARARs under 
each site, to be consistent with the format of the other sections in the 
table, please consider removing the text from the beginning, starting with 
"NCP § 300.430(f)(5)(ii)(B) ...  and ending with  ... invoking the waiver." 

This text was required by the DON attorney and was, therefore, not removed. 

24. Page 39, Section 4.4.1.1, first paragraph, last sentence should be 
rewritten to state, "Specifically, because on-Base use of groundwater 
for drinking water will be restricted by the LUCs, "protectiveness" 
specifically refers to the protection of groundwater resources below 
the base and that the protectiveness statement refers to no further 
degradation of groundwater resources." 

Please see response to Overall Comment 1a.  

31. Figure 7, delete the language in "5" "such that offsite receptors are 
at risk." The criteria should include making sure that MNA 
parameters continue to demonstrate that the plumes are stable or 
shrinking and that concentrations of contaminants in the plume are 
decreasing (statistically). 

Figure 7 is now labeled Figure 8. The former Item “5” in Figure 7 is the equivalent 
of Item “7” in Figure 8. Item 7 in Figure 8 was changed to read “Is plume 
expanding downgradient laterally or vertically, such that there is a credible risk to 
off-site receptors?” A threat to off-site receptors is one of the triggers for the DON 
to review a remedy change. The other MNA performance measures on Figure 8 
address the effectiveness issue and may trigger a remedy evaluation.  

46. In Figure D-2, under "Notes", No. 2, the text states, "Contaminant 
source not yet confined."  It seems the word "confined" should be 
"confirmed".  Please clarify and correct. 

The note on Figure D-2 should say “confirmed” and was corrected. 

 

References: 
NOREAS and Trevet. 2014. Draft Final Technical Memorandum for Analysis of Groundwater Clean Up Goals and Revised, Modeling Results at Multiple Sites, 
Operable Unit 7, Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, California. June. 
 
U.S. EPA. 2009. Statistical Analysis of Groundwater Monitoring Data at RCRA Facilities (known as the Unified Guidance). March 
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Comments provided by Mary T. Aycock, Remedial Project Manager / Environmental Engineer, U.S. EPA on 6 June 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 

General Comments 

1. The ARARs discussion in Attachment 2 is from the FS and needs to be 
revised to reflect that this is the ROD, and the ARARs selected apply to the 
selected remedial actions. ARARs that may potentially apply to remedial 
alternatives that were not selected do not need to be discussed 

The ARARs presented in the Draft ROD were revised to address comments 
received from the State of California and EPA and now contain the finalized 
ARARs for the selected actions in this ROD.  

2. The table refers to “potential” ARARs, both in the headings and text in the 
Comments column. Since this is the ROD, only selected, final ARARs should 
be included. 

Revised tables include only to final ARARs. 

3. The table should not list requirements that are not ARARs Requirements that are not ARARs were not included except where there was 
significant discussion on a particular potential ARAR between the DON and 
the State. In this case, the comment column provides important discussion 
for the future reference of the FFA parties. 

4. The table should not list ARARs that may apply to the contingency remedy. 
The draft ROD states that an ESD will be issued if the contingency remedy 
is selected. The ARARs for air sparging/SVE should be identified in that 
ESD. 

The contingency remedies were removed from the ROD. The draft final ROD 
clarifies that the selected remedy for groundwater is MNA; therefore, ARARs 
pertinent to the selected groundwater remedy were retained. The revised 
ROD text provides that an ESD will be issued only if necessary because of a 
fundamental change from the ROD.  

Specific Comments 

1. On page 2 of Table 1, the RCRA provisions found on page 1 are repeated. I 
think the second instance is probably meant to apply to soil, since this 
table is supposedly arranged by medium. However, there is no soil 
heading. 

Correction made to clarify page 2 RCRA provisions apply to soil. 

2. Table 3, page 3, comment regarding ESA: A word is missing in the second Comment changed to: “...the base has existing fencing and other controls in 
place to prevent the tortoise from entering the OU7 sites. If remedial work is 



 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

DRAFT Record of Decision (ROD) Operable Unit (OU) 7 
Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow, California  

Red Font indicates Revised Text in ROD 
 

DCN: Page 2 of 2 

 

Comments provided by Mary T. Aycock, Remedial Project Manager / Environmental Engineer, U.S. EPA on 6 June 2014 

Regulator Comment DON Response to Comments 
sentence, probably “accessing.” performed beyond the controlled areas, measures will be taken to protect 

the tortoise. 

3. Table 5 should not include ARARs that are only relevant to G3, since it is 
the contingency remedy. 

The contingency remedies were from the ROD. Therefore, ARARs were 
relevant to G3 were removed from Table 5 and the remainder of ARARs, 
Attachment 1.  
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Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Matthew Rodriquez 
Secretary for 

Environmental Protection 

July 17, 2014 

Mr. Ralph Pearce 
Project Manager 

Miriam Barcellona Ingenito 
Acting Director 

5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, California 90630 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command , Southwest 
1220 Pacific Highway, OPCE.RP 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Governor 

RECORD OF DECISION OPERABLE UNIT 7, MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE 
BARSTOW, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Pearce: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received for its review the Draft 
Final Record of Decision Operable Unit 7 (OU 7), Marine Corps Logistics Base, 
Barstow, California, dated June 25, 2014 and the Response to Regulatory Agencies 
Comments (RTCs). 

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedies for soil , and 
groundwater at eighteen sites that comprise OU 7. 

DTSC completed its review and has the following comments: 

1) The Department of Navy (DON) mentioned in several of its RTCs and in Section 
8.0 that DON and USEPA have determined that inclusion of Contingencies to the 
selected remedies is not appropriate and that USEPA MNA Guidance calls for 
performance measures. DTSC would like to point out that USEPA Monitored 
Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated Solvents Fact Sheet (EPA/600/F-98/022 May 
1999) states that "Also, plans must be developed for contingency remedial efforts 
that can be implemented if natural attenuation processes do not fulfill 
expectations". Also, the Final approved Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for 
OU 7 both had contingency measures listed, in case the preferred alternative 
does not achieve the cleanup goals. 

2) RTC Number 9 mentions that the depth specific soil vapor cleanup levels 
developed in the FS should be included in the ROD. DTSC did not agree to the 
depth specific soil vapor cleanup levels during the FS stage. Instead, as agreed, 
the depth specific cleanup goals will be re-evaluated during the remedial 

R cycl <1 Pape 



Mr. Ralph Pearce 
July 17, 2014 
Page 2 

design/remedial action phase so that the ROD signing target date is not delayed 
while waiting for additional data to be collected . 

3) RTC Numbers 27 and 28, even though a similar concept for evaluation of shut
down of an SVE system from OUs 1 and 2 ROD can be adapted , however, the 
SVE operational concept has evolved and improved. Please revise the language 
in this section to fit the most current practice of SVE operation. For example, in 
this ROD, there is no groundwater pump-and-treat remediation to compare to. 
Also, RTC Number 27 and 28 refer to Section 4.4.2.3, which does not exist, and 
has not adequately addressed our comments. 

Please submit your response to the above comments, revise the ROD and submit for 
our review and approval. Thank you for the opportunity to review this ROD. We look 
forward to continuing to work with you on base cleanup activities at MCLB Barstow. 
If you have any questions please call me at (714) 484-5381. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Hakim 
Remedial Project Manager 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program 

cc: Mr. Jim Bustamante 
Remedial Project Manager 
Marine Corps Logistics Base 
P.O. Box 110170 
Barstow, California 92311-5050 

Ms. Mary Aycock 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX, SFD-8-1 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Mr. William Muir 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Lahontan Region B Victorville Branch Office 
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200 
Victorville, California 92392-2306 



Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

July 25, 2014 

Ralph Pearce, P.E. 
NAVFAC SW 
CentraiiPT 
1220 Pacific Highway, OPCE RP 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 
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DRAFT FINAL RECORD OF DECISION OPERABLE UNIT 7 MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS 
BASE, BARSTOW, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water Board) received the Draft 
Final Record of Decision for Operable Unit 7 at the Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow 
(MCLB Barstow) on June 23, 2014. The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan 
Region has reviewed the document and provides the following comments. 

Summary 

The Draft Final Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit (OU) 7 presents the selected 
remedies for soil and groundwater at eighteen sites comprising OU 7 at the Marine Corps 
Logistics Base (MCLB), Barstow. The Navy's response to Water Board staff's comments was 
reviewed . The Draft Final document was also reviewed to ensure the changes were 
incorporated. Water Board staff found several areas in the Draft Final document where the 
Navy agreed to make changes but the change was not incorporated. In addition, the Water 
Board provides suggested language and background for strengthening the monitored natural 
attenuation monitoring (MNA) and corrective actions to be taken by the Navy should MNA show 
that natural attenuation is not progressing as planned. 

1. Note that all reference to contingencies has been deleted in the body of the ROD. 
Section 8 has been added to state that the contingencies sections were removed based 
on DON and EPA's determination that inclusion of contingencies is not appropriate. 
However, a review of comments provided by USEPA requested that only the ARARs for 
the contingencies be deleted. Based on USEPA Directive 9200.4-17P, contingencies 
are appropriate when the site is still being characterized such as the three groundwater 
sites in this OU7 ROD. The Water Board would prefer to see language in the ROD that 
states that the remedy may include air sparge/soil vapor extraction, soil vapor extraction 
only, or some other active remedial action should MNA parameters indicate that natural 
attenuation is not occurring as predicted. 

2. As part of EPA's Guidance, MNA is appropriate only under specific site conditions. 
Water Board staff understand that the site investigation and the Feasibility Study indicate 
the groundwater plumes meet guidance criteria and agree to MNA at the three 
groundwater sites proposed in the OU7 ROD. The Water Board requests that the Navy 
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include language in the Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) to state a remedy objective 
of preventing further migration of contaminants from source areas consistent with Page 
1 and Footnote 5 on Page 2 of USEPA Directive OSWER Directive 9200.4-17P. 

3. Page C-12, Section on lmplementability, remove the language about installation of two 
monitoring wells and replace with "installation of additional monitoring wells", since the 
Navy should not limit themselves to a specific number of wells to adequately 
characterize and monitor the plume. This comment also applies to Page E-10 under 
lmplementability, where the text states "installation of four groundwater monitoring wells. 
Please state "additional monitoring wells" without referring to a specific number. The 
document should be reviewed to make sure this statement replaces all areas where a 
specific number of wells have been identified. 

4. Within Attachment 1, Responsiveness Summary, the Water Board requested the Navy 
strengthen the RAOs to prevent plume migration. The Water Board requested that the 
RAOs include language that states wPrevent the migration of contaminant plumes" in the 
FS. The Navy agreed to the language in the Draft FS response to comments, but then 
no changes were made in the Draft Final and Final FS. The same request was made in 
the Proposed Plan and the Draft ROD and the response was the Navy agrees to 
disagree and placed language in the ROD to monitor MNA effectiveness with the caveat 
that if offsite receptors are potentially impacted, the Navy would evaluate the need to 
implement a more active remedial strategy. The Water Board requests that if MNA is 
not effective (plume gets larger or concentrations are increasing). then the Navy would 
evaluate and implement if needed, an active remedy to contain the plume. It is not 
appropriate to allow plume migration and potentially affect water resources and offsite 
receptors. The remedy needs to be monitored for effectiveness and protectiveness. If 
monitoring shows either condition in not met, then further evaluation should be triggered. 
The Water Board requests the following language be Included/substituted for the last 
paragraph on Page 4-19, "If the DON finds the MNA Remedy has failed to remain 
effective or protective. as demonstrated by failure to meet any of the 8 performance 
measures listed above. then with FFA parties concurrence. the DON will initiate 
remedy evaluation and a more active remedy." 

The following Water Board Comments were made in the Draft ROD. the Navv indicated 
the change was made in the Response To Comments Table but the change was not 
incorporated into the Draft Final Document. 

Original RWQCB Comment Navy's Response RWQCB Comment to Navy 
Response 

4. Pages 16 and 17, Table 3-1, The requested changes were No change made. 
the Water Board requests that made. 
groundwater sites 
(10.38/10.39, NPZ-14, and 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1) include a 
statement that groundwater 
resources are sources of 
drinking water and must be 
protected 
41 . Figure C-3, why does this The requested changes were No change made - this is still 
map show a plume made. Figures for the inconsistent with Figure C-2 



Mr. Pearce -3- July 24, 2014 

configuration with no boundary groundwater sites were and different than what is 
to the east. This is contrary to harmonized between the Draft now shown in all other 
what has been shown in the Final ROD, Technical documents. 
Technical Memo and in the Memorandum, and 2013 
latest groundwater monitoring Annual Groundwater 
reports. Please revise this Monitoring Report. 
figure to show the plume as 
represent by the most current 
data. This needs to be 
consistent in all documents. 
This figure suggests that the 
Navy has not established a 
downgradient boundary on the 
plume which is contrary to 
what has been presented in 
the Final FS, the Proposed 
Plan and the Technical 
Memorandum. 
42. Page D-1, Section D-1 last See response to Specific The plume boundary is now 
sentence in the section Comment 41. consistent, however, the 
references Figure D-1 and the depiction of the location of 
extent of TCE in groundwater. the fault is inconsistent with 
Please be consistent in other maps and with the data 
the plume configuration presented on the map. Note 
between the Technical the fault is identified about 
Memorandum (Figure 4-3) and 500 feet west of where the 
this ROD. They are companion groundwater contours 
documents. suggest the fault is located. 

The Tech Memo shows two 
inferred fault traces, the 
original location and another 
inferred fault where the 
groundwater contours would 
suggest the fault is located. 
Please make the figures 
consistent. 

51. Figure D-1 is a map The figures for groundwater Figure D-1 has been updated 
showing the site with an outline sites were harmonized based on October 2013 data. 
of the plume. This map depicts between the Draft Final ROD However, the fault trace 
the plume in a different and the Technical should be moved or added to 
orientation than what is Memorandum. The most reflect the groundwater 
illustrated in the Technical recent concentrations elevation data. The 
Memo. In addition, monitoring (October 2013) were used on steepness in groundwater 
well NC-1 is shown outside the the revised Figure D-1. contours are about 500 feet 
plume and yet it had a TCE Figures have been revised to east of where the fault is 
concentration of 8.9 IJQ/L in show TCE concentrations, shown. An alternative would 
April2013. Please add groundwater flow direction, be to add another "Inferred 
additional information to this and groundwater contours on Fault" as shown in the 
map that shows groundwater the figures for the three Revised Tech Memo and in 
elevation contours, the groundwater sites. the 2013 Annual Monitoring 
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direction of report which shows an 
groundwater flow, identified unnamed fault parallel to fault 
faults that may be impacting A but coincident with the 
contaminant movement. and steep gradient shown in the 
TCE concentrations at each groundwater contours. 
well, similar to what has been 
done at the other sites. The 
level of detail provided on each 
map varies from site to site. 
Please include this data for 
each site and be consistent on 
the level of detail provided on 
the maps and figures. 

52. The Navy should think The following note was added A change was made at the 
about putting the section titled to the beginning Appendix E, beginning of the section. 
"Note on Site Nomenclature" and to Part 1 (page vii) of the However, now the document 
toward the beginning of this ROD text: Note on Site has two sections titled "Site 
Appendix. The text in Appendix Nomenclature: The OU 7 Nomenclature". See bottom 
E needs to tie the former Feasibility Study Report of Page C-1 and bottom of 
CAOC 7 NSP-2 designation in (NOREAS and Sealaska Page C-2. Please delete the 
the OU 7 Feasibility Study and Environmental Services 2014) duplicate section on Page 
the Proposed Plan to the identifies CAOC 7 Stratum 1 C-2. 
current CAOC 7 Stratum 1 as NSP-2", which is a 
designation. In addition, the monitoring well for this site. 
OU7 Technical Memorandum However, the OU 7 ROD uses 
needs to be made consistent the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 site 
with the OU7 ROD name. 
designation. Once a The DON has harmonized site 
designation is selected, the nomenclature in the Technical 
follow-on documents need to Memorandum with the ROD. 
remain consistent to minimize 
confusion. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft Final Record of 
Decision for Operable Unit 7. We look forward to working with the Navy in the cleanup of the 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (760) 241-3521 or at 
wmuir@waterboards.ca.gov, or Cindi Mitton at (760) 241-7413 or cmitton@waterboards.ca.gov. 

~~~ 
William Muir, P.G. 
Engineering Geologist 

cc: Mary Aycock, US EPA Region 9 
Soad Hakim, Cal-EPA, DTSC 
Jim Bustamante, IRP Manager, MCLB Barstow 
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EMAILED COMMENTS FROM USEPA ON OU 7 ROD LAND USE CONTROL CHECKLIST (forwarded by Mary 
Aycock of EPA Region 9) 
From: Dalzell, Sally 
Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2014 9:37 AM 
To: Aycock, Mary 
Cc: Henning, Loren; Mueller, Sarah; Lapachin, Jyl; Pendleton, Gracie 
Subject: Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow OU 7 ROD--HQ LUC Comments 
 
Dear Mary: 
 
Thank you for sending us the ROD.  This is a very complicated ROD and it looks very well done overall. 
 
We have the following comments. 
 
1.      Checklist Item 1 Figures:  We found the following figures hard to read due to all the colors, etc.  
Specifically, Figure B-1 looks like another map was superimposed on this one which obscured or 
obstructed the viewer from seeing the orange LUC boundary.  Figure C-1, This was hard to read due to 
all the colors.  I could not find a four-sided boundary on this one.  Figure D-1, I didn't see anything in the 
Key called LUC boundary.  Figure F-3, Again this one was complicated due to all the colors and I couldn't 
find a 4-sided green boundary.  We can talk about this.  Many of the figures were complex and they 
would be hard to draw. 
 
Additionally, please indicate in the legend which areas of the Site are covered by the LUC in Figure 7.  It 
is not clear, other than NPZ-14 which areas are covered by the groundwater LUC. 
 
2.      Checklist Item 2:  Typo on page 2-5, Section 2.2 which says that the Table 2-1 is part of 2.3, but it is 
part of 2.2.  Also, when RODs discuss land uses, they usually describe them as industrial or residential.  
For instance, in the table, it refers to vacant land (CAOC Y-7, TA-12).  What is the current area classified 
as-industrial? 
 
3.      Checklist Item 2:  Section 3.1, second sentence, please include that the land use is industrial to 
support the Barstow mission.  "Current land use is reasonably anticipated to continue as industrial 
indefinitely to support the mission of the facility" BTW, the completed checklist says it's in section 3.2 
and the language in the checklist looks like it was copied and pasted.  We were just wondering whether 
it was copied from the draft ROD by mistake. 
 
4.      Checklist Item 4: Please add the following language to make it clear what is prohibited:  Prohibit 
the development and use of property for residential housing, elementary and secondary schools, child 
care facilities and playgrounds. "  The reason is that child care facilities are not considered residential 
uses, but EPA would probably include them in the prohibition.  Here is the language from page 5-1, 6th 
bullet: " LUCs will prohibit ensure no residential use, or residential the development and use of the 
property for residential housing,  elementary and secondary schools, child care facilities and 
playgrounds." of the property." 
 
5.      Checklist Item 4:  Upon reading the Appendices where there is GW contamination, a question 
arose due to possible conflict with language in the ROD, Section 5.1.  Here is the language in 5.1, first 
bullet:  "LUCs established in the OU1 and OU2 ROD will also be maintained at the OU7 Groundwater 
sites to prevent potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 1 and 2 ROD 



Section 1.4.2)."  However language in the Appendices on page C-11, D-11, and E-11 talk about "access 
restrictions to prevent the use of untreated groundwater for drinking water." Is this objective really the 
same as the objective preventing potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are met?  I wasn't 
sure and thought I should ask.  The two statements seem slightly different.  It seems you could treat 
groundwater and not achieve the cleanup standards, but we wouldn't want anyone drinking the water 
at that point, would we? 
 
6.      Checklist Item 6:  This is included on page 5-1, 5th bullet.  The Navy's checklist does not identify it.  
It includes language for Checklist 6 that has nothing to do with duration of the LUCs.  Did we miss 
something?  It's important to identify where the item appears in the ROD.  The Barstow ROD is huge and 
we could have detrimentally relied on the Navy's checklist and not found the duration language. 
 
7.      Checklist Item 7: section 5.1, 3rd bullet, the following language is a little troubling and I don't think 
it should be included: " LUCs will be implemented, maintained, reported on, and enforced by DON in a 
cost-effective manner to ensure continued long-term protectiveness of the remedy."  I don't think EPA 
should be concerned about what the Navy considers a "cost-effective manner."  We already applied 
"cost" from the 9 criteria and that is sufficient.  I am concerned about the Navy's saying that it won't do 
this or that because, in its view, the Navy does not consider what we expect to be cost effective.  This is 
our remedy too.  The Navy can tell its management that it will conduct these actions in a cost effective 
manner, but we shouldn't include it as a criterion in the ROD. The language creates an ambiguity over 
what is cost effective. 
 
8.      For the following sentence I would add the red language because we do not want to be limited by 
what the Navy listed on page 5-1, directly above the last bullet:  "The LUC RD will describe LUC 
implementation actions including but not limited to the following:"  We just want to avoid getting into a 
discussion over whether we are prohibited from including something else due to this list. 
 
9.      Checklist item 8 is not included.  Please include the following language on page 5-3 in the first 
paragraph, top of the page, that begins with the word "if," Although the Navy may later transfer these 
procedural responsibilities to another party  by contract, property transfer agreement, or through other 
means, the Navy shall retain ultimate responsibility for remedy integrity.  The idea is that the Navy does 
not transfer away its responsibilities as to the remedy.  Where the Navy sells the property to someone 
else, we allow for the new owner to be the first responder in the event of a breach, but the Navy would 
have to come in and take up the slack if the current owner refused or couldn't perform what was 
necessary to ensure protectiveness. [BIG CONCERN HERE: NAVY'S CHECKLIST HAS THIS LANGUAGE 
COPIED AND QUOTED IN THE CHECKLIST IT COMPLETED AS IF NUMBER 8 WERE INCLUDED IN THE DRAFT 
FINAL ROD; HOWEVER, THE LAST SENTENCE IN PARAGRAPH 1 (SEE PAGE 32 OF 34 NAVY CHECKLIST) 
WHICH WOULD MEET CHECKLIST 8 IS NOT INLUDED IN THE ACTUAL ROD.  SURELY, IT'S NOT DELIBERATE 
MISREPRESENTATION? WE ALWAYS GO TO THE PRIMARY SOURCE, BUT THE CHECKLIST LOOKS LIKE 
LANGUAGE WAS COPIED AND PASTED.  VERY ODD.] 
 
10.  Please modify the following language on page 5-1, 4th bullet,  as we want the Navy to be 
responsible for monitoring and enforcing:  "LUCs will be monitored and enforced by the Navy FFA 
Parties to ensure continued long-term protectiveness of the remedy."  I believe that Region 9 will rely on 
the Navy's monitoring because the polluter should undertake these types of responsibilities and EPA's 
Superfund budget cuts would make it next to impossible for EPA to monitor. 
 



11.  The following language is a problem as it seems to allow the Navy to change a LUC (the remedy) 
without EPA's concurrence.  Here is the language found on page 5-2, last sentence:  "The remedies 
selected in this ROD, including the LUCs objectives, will not be modified or terminated without approval 
of except in accordance with the NCP, and U.S. EPA and the State regulatory concurrence."  While the 
NCP allows for a change to a ROD, the Navy cannot proceed to the NCP without EPA's agreement as the 
remedy is selected jointly. 
 
12.  The following statement on page 5-3 under "Remedy Evaluation and Selection" seems to fail to 
recognize EPA as a joint selector of the remedy:  "The DON and EPA believes the selected remedy of 
LUCs-only satisfies the threshold criteria including overall protection of human health and the 
environment and compliance with ARARs (Attachment 1)." 
 
13.  On page B-10, Section B-11, please modify the following language as it supports the idea that the 
Navy can change a remedy without EPA.  The remedy at Barstow relies on the property use being and 
remaining industrial.  If that changes, then the remedy will have to change.  We concur on land use 
changes where LUCs are involved.  Here is the statement:  "The regulatory agencies must will also 
review and concur before there are  on any changes to land use at the site." 
 
 Sally and Jyl 
 
Sally M. Dalzell, 2261A 
Federal Facilities Enforcement Office 
U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
(202)564-2583 
(202) 501-0069 (fax) 
http://www.fedcenter.gov<http://www.fedcenter.gov/> 
 
NOTICE: ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL AND/OR ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGED:  DO NOT RELEASE 
UNDER FOIA:  This message is being sent by or on behalf of an attorney.  It is intended exclusively for the 
individual(s) or entity(s) to whom or to which it is addressed.  This communication may contain 
information that is proprietary, privileged, or confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure.  
If you are not the named addressee, you are not authorized to read, print, retain, copy, or disseminate 
this message or any part of it.  If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
immediately by email and delete all copies of the message. 
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Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 17 July 2014

Regulator Comment  DON Response to Comments 

1. The Department of Navy (DON) mentioned in several of its RTCs and 
in Section 8.0 that DON and USEPA have determined that inclusion of 
Contingencies to the selected remedies is not appropriate and that 
USEPA MNA Guidance calls for performance measures. DTSC would 
like to point out that USEPA Monitored Natural Attenuation of 
Chlorinated Solvents Fact Sheet (EPA/600/F‐98/022 May 1999) states 
that "Also, plans must be developed for contingency remedial efforts 
that can be implemented if natural attenuation processes do not 
fulfill expectations". Also, the Final approved Feasibility Study and 
Proposed Plan for OU 7 both had contingency measures listed, in 
case the preferred alternative does not achieve the cleanup goals. 

The DON acknowledges that the USEPA guidance for MNA includes contingencies 
and that the Final Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan also identified specific 
alternatives as contingencies for four of the selected remedies. Therefore, all 
references to “contingency” were removed from the Draft Final ROD and Section 8 
“DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES” was added to describe and justify 
the changes from the Proposed Plan to the ROD.  

While the DON believes it is premature to name specific contingency measures, 
the ROD incorporates specific MNA performance measures and a process for 
moving to alternative actions should the MNA remedy fail. See also DON 
responses to comments from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
on this matter.  

2. RTC Number 9 mentions that the depth specific soil vapor cleanup 
levels developed in the FS should be included in the ROD. DTSC did 
not agree to the depth specific soil vapor cleanup levels during the FS 
stage. lnstead, as agreed, the depth specific cleanup goals will be re‐
evaluated during the remedial design/remedial action phase so that 
the ROD signing target date is not delayed while waiting for 
additional data to be collected. 

Soil vapor cleanup levels were removed from the ROD. Table 3‐4 and references to 
that table and soil vapor cleanup levels elsewhere in the ROD were also removed. 
The discussion of development of RAOs for soil vapor was revised; Section 3.4.4, 
Remedial Action Objectives for Soil Vapor, now reads: 

“Soil vapor exposure risks were not found at the OU 7 sites; however, soil vapor 
was found to pose a potential contaminant migration route to groundwater at 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1. Therefore, RAOs were not developed for soil vapor based on 
human health or ecological exposure risks. However, the RAOs for groundwater 
were used to develop cleanup levels for soil vapor that are protective of 
groundwater at CAOC 7 Stratum 1, as presented in Appendix E. The selected 
remedy for soil vapor at CAOC 7 Stratum 1 will meet the groundwater RAOs for 
this site.” 

3. RTC Numbers 27 and 28, even though a similar concept for 
evaluation of shutdown of an SVE system from OUs 1 and 2 ROD can 
be adapted, however, the SVE operational concept has evolved and 
improved. Please revise the language in this section to fit the most 
current practice of SVE operation. For example, in this ROD, there is 
no groundwater pump‐and‐treat remediation to compare to. Also, 

Regarding Comment 27: The text containing the term “TEF limits” referred to in 
RTC number 27 was removed from the Draft Final and Final RODs. Section 4.4.2.3, 
Monitoring Frequency and Data Evaluations, existed in the Draft ROD, but was 
removed in the Draft Final ROD when Section 4 was rewritten. The response 
“Section 4.4.2.4 was has been renumbered to Section 4.4.2.3” was in error and 
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Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 17 July 2014

Regulator Comment  DON Response to Comments 
RTC Number 27 and 28 refer to Section 4.4.2.3, which does not exist, 
and has not adequately addressed our comments. 

does not refer to any existing section of the Draft Final ROD.

Regarding Comment 28: The term “mass removal rate” has been replaced with 
“cumulative mass removal” in the Final ROD text. 

 

Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 8 and 11 August 2014 

Regulator Comment  DON Response to Comments 

1. Proposed change to Figure 8, Decision 3:  

Have COC concentrations in groundwater been below cleanup levels for 
at least 4 sampling events consistently? 

The suggested language is acceptable; the DON suggests the following edit to 
improve clarity: 

Figure 8, Decision 3: Are COC concentrations in groundwater consistently below 
cleanup levels? 

2. Proposed change to Figure 8, Decision 7:  

Is the plume expanding downgradient laterally or vertically, such that 
there is a credible risk to off‐site receptors or the plume is not shrinking 
and/or concentration in groundwater is not decreasing in a reasonable 
time frame? 

The DON accepts the revised language for Decision 7 on Figure 8, but suggests the 
following editorial changes for clarity:  

Is the plume expanding downgradient laterally or vertically, or is the plume not 
shrinking, and/or are groundwater concentrations not decreasing in a reasonable 
time frame? 

3. Proposed change in Section 4.4.1.1, Performance Monitoring for MNA, 
first paragraph, third sentence: 

“MNA will be considered to be effective as long as the groundwater 
plume is stable or shrinking in extent and concentrations are stable or 
decreasing over time.” 

The DON accepts the DTSC’s proposed language revision to remove the condition 
of a “stable” from the effectiveness measures for the MNA remedy. The DON 
notes that the timeframe for the MNA remedy will be proposed in the MNA RD/RA 
work plan.   

4. Proposed change to Table 4‐1, Performance Monitoring for MNA, Item 
1, Monitoring & Data Evaluation:  

“Statistical analysis of long term monitoring data will be conducted in 

The DON proposes the following alternative language for Table 4‐1, Item 1, 
Monitoring & Data Evaluation: 

“Statistical analysis of long term monitoring data will be conducted in accordance 
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Regulator Comment  DON Response to Comments 
accordance with U.S. EPA guidance (2009) to confirm that natural 
attenuation is occurring according to expectations. MNA performance 
expectations include a stable or shrinking plume extent and stable or 
decreasing groundwater COC concentrations. 

with the procedures established in the MNA RD/RA work plan to confirm that 
natural attenuation is occurring according to expectations. MNA performance 
expectations include a shrinking plume extent and decreasing groundwater COC 
concentrations.” 

The term “LTM plan” will be changed to “MNA RD/RA work plan” throughout the 
ROD for consistency and clarity.  

5. Proposed change to Table 4‐1, Item 4, Monitoring & Data Evaluation: 

The LTM plan shall incorporate the necessary data analyses and field data 
parameters to evaluate efficacy of natural attenuation processes. The 
evaluation will be performed after a minimum of three years of 
semiannual monitoring per the LTM plan 

The proposed change has been made in the document. 

6. Proposed change to Section 4.4.1.1, page 4‐20, second full paragraph, 
list of items, item 2: 

2) Determine the appropriate response action(s), including possible 
implementation of an alternative active remedy or additive remedy to 
meet the RAOs.  

 

The proposed change is acceptable and has been made in the document. 

7. Proposed change to Section 4.4.2.2, page 4‐21, first & second 
paragraphs (shown below with DON’s prior changes accepted).  

When the SVE remedy has reduced soil vapor concentrations to the 
extent that is technically and economically feasible and system influent 
concentrations are asymptotic, then the DON will shut down the SVE 
system, with FFA concurrence. Rebound testing will be performed as part 
of the decision process for permanent shutdown of the system.  

The OUs 1 and 2 ROD Section 2.8.4 (DON 1998b) presents the approach 

The proposed change is acceptable and has been made in the document. 



	
RESPONSE	TO	COMMENTS	

DRAFT	FINAL	ROD	OU	7	AND	NAVY	RESPONSE	TO	DTSC	COMMENTS	ON	THE	DRAFT	
Marine	Corps	Logistics Base	(MCLB)	Barstow,	California	

 

DCN: ATJV‐2610‐0005‐0044; 13 August 2014  Page 4 of 6 
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Regulator Comment  DON Response to Comments 
at the MCLB Barstow for shutoff of an air‐sparge/soil vapor extraction 
(AS/SVE) system, which is directly applicable to the OU 7 response action 
and is incorporated herein. 

8. Proposed change to Section 4.4.2.2, Criteria for “Shutoff” of SVE 
Systems, second bullet, page 4‐21. 

VOCs in the vadose zone within the ROI of the SVE system have been 
removed to the extent technically and economically feasible. 

The proposed change is acceptable and has been made in the document. 

9. Proposed change to Section 4.4.2.2, page 4‐22, item 1 (DON’s prior 
changes accepted): 
1. Whether the cumulative mass removal is approaching asymptotic 
levels after temporary shutdown periods and appropriate optimization of 
the SVE system 

The proposed change is acceptable and has been made in the document. 

10. Proposed change to Section 4.4.2.2, page 4‐22, Determination of 
Asymptotic Conditions: 

The DON will track the cumulative mass of VOCs removed by the SVE 
system and plot the data as a function of time to help determine how 
quickly the cumulative mass removed approaches asymptotic levels. It is 
expected that the resulting graph of cumulative VOC mass removed 
versus time will follow the general curve defined by the following 
exponential decay equation:  

M(t) = Sum (Mi) ‐ KT(1 ‐ e(‐t/T))  

where  

M(t) = total cumulative mass removed at time t  

Mi = total mass removed from vapor extraction well “i”  

KT = maximum cumulative total mass that the SVE system approaches 

The proposed changes are acceptable and have been made in the document. 
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Regulator Comment  DON Response to Comments 
asymptotically 

T =  the constant, or resident time equal to the amount of time at which 
the SVE system removes approximately 63% of KT (theoretically, T is 
equivalent to V/Q, or the volume of soil gas in the vadose zone being 
remediated [V] divided by the volumetric flow rate of the SVE system [Q]) 

t  =  any time during system operation at which cumulative mass removed 
is calculated 

i  = any vapor extraction well for which total mass removed is calculated 

The above equation will be used as a guide to help determine when 
asymptotic conditions have been reached. The “asymptote” to the mass 
removal curve is that total/cumulative maximum mass (KT, defined 
above) that the SVE system attempts to remove but approaches with 
ever‐decreasing speed. 

Asymptotic conditions will have been reached when the upper limb of 
the plotted this curve is substantially linear and the slope of the curve 
approaches zero. The specific procedures used to evaluate whether the 
data are asymptotic will be defined during the remedial design phase of 
work. However, it is not expected that field data will match the 
theoretical equation exactly. Therefore, it will be necessary to use best 
professional judgment based on field data to conclude that asymptotic 
conditions have been reached.  

To assess whether there are zones where the SVE system has not 
removed VOCs, cycling will be used to allow residual vadose zone 
contamination to re‐equilibrate and to. The treatment system will be shut 
down temporarily for a suitable period after asymptotic conditions are 
reached. This will allow VOC concentrations to reestablish VOC 
concentration in the soil gas. After cycling, soil‐gas monitoring probes will 
be sampled to determine the remaining characteristic of the pre‐cycling 
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Comments provided by Sue Hakim, Department of Toxic Substances Control, on 8 and 11 August 2014 

Regulator Comment  DON Response to Comments 
conditions or to indicate a spike increase in soil‐gas concentration, then 
additional treatment may be warranted. The decision to shut off or 
restart any part of the remediation system will be made jointly by all FFA 
signatories and will be documented in the administrative record for this 
ROD. 

11. Proposed change to Section 8, last paragraph: 

While developing the ROD, the DON has and U.S. EPA have determined 
that inclusion of “contingencies” to the selected remedies is not 
appropriate because, if there are changed site conditions that would 
cause the selected remedy of MNA or SVE of Vadose Zone Soils Only to 
fail, then a full review of an alternative remedy or remedies would be 
conducted instead of using contingency measures specified in the 
Proposed Plan. necessary, consistent with the NCP. Furthermore, 
publication of an ESD, or other appropriate CERCLA documents, to inform 
the public of a significant change in remedy would be required and, if 
necessary, the ROD would be amended. This ROD defines the 
performance measures for the selected remedies for groundwater and 
soil vapor that would identify if and when a change in the remedy is 
appropriate (see Section 4.4).  

The proposed changes are acceptable and have been made in the document. 
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Comments	provided	by	William	Muir,	Lahontan	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board,	on	25 July 2014 on	Draft	Final	ROD	dated	23 June	
2014.		

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	

General Comments 

Water Board staff found several areas  in the Draft Final document 
where  the Navy agreed to make changes  but the change was  not 
incorporated.   In addition,  the Water Board provides suggested  language 
and background  for  strengthening  the monitored  natural attenuation 
monitoring  (MNA) and corrective actions to be taken by the Navy should 
MNA show that natural attenuation  is not progressing  as planned 

The DON acknowledges the comment. See specific responses below. 

Specific Comments 

1. Note that all reference to contingencies has been deleted in the body of 
the ROD. Section 8 has been added to state that the contingencies sections 
were removed based on DON and EPA's determination that inclusion of 
contingencies is not appropriate. However, a review of comments 
provided by USEPA requested that only the ARARs for the contingencies be 
deleted.  Based on USEPA Directive 9200.4‐17P, contingencies are 
appropriate when the site is still being characterized such as the three 
groundwater sites in this OU7 ROD.  The Water Board would prefer to see 
language in the ROD that states that the remedy may include air 
sparge/soil vapor extraction, soil vapor extraction only, or some other 
active remedial action should MNA parameters indicate that natural 
attenuation is not occurring as predicted. 

The DON acknowledges that the USEPA guidance for MNA includes 
contingencies and that the Final Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan also 
identified specific alternatives as contingencies for four of the selected 
remedies. Therefore, all references to “contingency” were removed from the 
Draft Final ROD and Section 8 “DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT 
CHANGES” was added to describe and justify the changes from the Proposed 
Plan to the ROD.  

While the DON believes it is premature to name specific contingency 
measures, the ROD incorporates specific MNA performance measures and a 
process for moving to alternative actions should the MNA remedy fail. 

2. As part of EPA's Guidance, MNA is appropriate only under specific site 
conditions. Water Board staff understand that the site investigation and 
the Feasibility Study indicate the groundwater plumes meet guidance 
criteria and agree to MNA at the three groundwater sites proposed in the 
OU7 ROD.  The Water Board requests that the Navy include language in 
the Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) to state a remedy objective of 
preventing further migration of contaminants from source areas 
consistent with Page 1 and Footnote 5 on Page 2 of USEPA Directive 

The DON agrees to add an RAO for groundwater. The wording of the RAO 
was refined based on discussions at the 31 July 2014 FFA teleconference and 
email correspondence from the RWQCB dated 12 August 2013 : 

CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7: Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at 
concentrations greater than cleanup levels. 

NPZ‐14: Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at concentrations 
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Comments	provided	by	William	Muir,	Lahontan	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board,	on	25 July 2014 on	Draft	Final	ROD	dated	23 June	
2014.		

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	
OSWER Directive 9200.4‐17P.  greater than the cleanup level.

CAOC 7 Stratum 1: Prevent the migration of COCs in groundwater at 
concentrations greater than the cleanup level. 

3. Page C‐12, Section on Implementability, remove the language about 
installation of two monitoring wells and replace with "installation of 
additional monitoring wells", since the Navy should not limit themselves to 
a specific number of wells to adequately characterize and monitor the 
plume.  This comment also applies to Page E‐10 under Implementability, 
where the text states "installation of four groundwater monitoring wells. 
Please state "additional monitoring wells" without referring to a specific 
number.  The document should be reviewed to make sure this statement 
replaces all areas where a specific number of wells have been identified. 

The requested changes, and two other related changes were made as 
summarized below: 

Page C‐8, Section C‐2.3: “in June” was removed and underlined text was 
added: The DON is planning to install two wells in June during 2014 to 
further define the lateral extent of contamination, including downgradient 
edge of the plume. Additional wells will be installed, if needed. 

Page C‐12, Short‐Term Effectiveness: “two” was replaced with “additional”. 

Page C‐12, Implementability: “two” was replaced with “additional 
monitoring”. 

Page E‐6, Section E‐4, first paragraph: the underlined text was added: The 
DON will install four monitoring wells during 2014 to delineate the extent of 
the CAOC 7 Stratum 1 groundwater contamination. Additional wells will be 
installed, if needed. 

Page E‐13, Implementability, “four monitoring wells” was replaced with 
“additional monitoring wells”. 

4. Within Attachment 1, Responsiveness Summary, the Water Board 
requested the Navy strengthen the RAOs to prevent plume migration.  The 
Water Board requested that the RAOs include language that states 
"Prevent the migration of contaminant plumes" in the FS. The Navy agreed 
to the language in the Draft FS response to comments, but then no 
changes were made in the Draft Final and Final FS.  The same request was 
made in the Proposed Plan and the Draft ROD and the response was the 
Navy agrees to disagree and placed language in the ROD to monitor MNA 

Section 4.4.1.1, bottom of page 4‐19 (last paragraph) of the Draft Final ROD 
has been revised in response to this comment. The revised language is 
shown in strike‐out/underline below (located in 2nd complete paragraph on 
page 4‐20 of the Final ROD): 

If the DON finds the MNA remedy has failed to remain effective and 
protective, as demonstrated by failure to meet the per the 8 performance 
measures listed above, then, with FFA concurrence, the DON will initiate a 
remedy evaluation including active response measures to mitigate plume 
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Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	
effectiveness with the caveat that if offsite receptors are potentially 
impacted, the Navy would evaluate the need to implement a more active 
remedial strategy.  The Water Board requests that if MNA is not effective 
(plume gets larger or concentrations are increasing), then the Navy would 
evaluate and implement if needed, an active remedy to contain the plume.  
It is not appropriate to allow plume migration and potentially affect water 
resources and offsite receptors.  The remedy needs to be monitored for 
effectiveness and protectiveness.  If monitoring shows either condition in 
not met, then further evaluation should be triggered. The Water Board 
requests the following language be included/substituted for the last 
paragraph on Page 4‐19, "If the DON finds the MNA Remedy has failed to 
remain effective or protective. as demonstrated by failure to meet any of 
the 8 performance measures listed above, then with FFA parties 
concurrence, the DON will initiate remedy evaluation and a more active 
remedy." 

expansion and/or COC concentration increases that threaten receptors and 
will evaluate a change in remedy through the following steps:  

1)  Identify data gaps and significant uncertainties in the conceptual 
site model (CSM) that must be addressed to understand why the MNA 
remedy failed and support site decision‐making.  

2)  Determine the appropriate response action(s), including possible 
implementation of an active alternative remedy or additive remedy to meet 
the RAOs.  

3)  Evaluate ARARs (if as necessary) for a significantly different remedy 
from the selected remedy. 

4)  Publish an Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) to this ROD or 
other appropriate CERCLA document to inform the public of any significant 
changes in the selected remedy. An ESD is subject to FFA review and 
concurrence and a public comment period. The ROD would be amended, if 
as necessary. 

5)  Revise the existing monitoring plans and/or develop long‐term 
operation, maintenance, and monitoring (LTO/LTM) plans if a different 
remedy is implemented and make appropriate changes to monitoring and/or 
operations. 

RTCs continue next page 
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Resolution	of	Outstanding	RWQCB	Comments	on	the	Draft	ROD	

Original	RWQCB	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Original	
Comment	

RWQCB	Comment	to	DON	
Response	

DON	Response	

4. Pages 16 and 17, Table 3‐1, 
the Water Board requests that 
groundwater  sites (10.38/10.39, 
NPZ‐14, and CAOC 7 Stratum 1) 
include a statement  that 
groundwater resources are 
sources of drinking water and 
must be protected 

The  requested  changes were made. No change made.  Table 3‐1 (pages 3‐2 and 3‐3 of Part 2) 
is now updated to incorporate the 
requested change.  

41. Figure C‐3, why does this 
map show a plume 
configuration with no boundary 
to the east. This is contrary to 
what has been shown in the 
Technical Memo and in the 
latest groundwater monitoring 
reports. Please revise this figure 
to show the plume as represent 
by the most current data. This 
needs to be consistent in all 
documents. This figure suggests 
that the Navy has not 
established a downgradient 
boundary on the plume which is 
contrary to what has been 
presented in the Final FS, the 
Proposed Plan and the Technical 
Memorandum. 

The requested changes were made. 
Figures for the groundwater sites 
were harmonized between the Draft 
Final ROD, Technical Memorandum, 
and 2013 Annual Groundwater 
Monitoring Report. 

No change made ‐ this is still 
inconsistent with Figure C‐2 and 
different than what is now shown in all 
other documents. 

The Appendix C figures have been 
revised and are consistent with the 
main text figures, the Final Technical 
Memorandum, and 2013 Annual 
Groundwater Monitoring Report.  . 

42. Page D‐1, Section D‐1 last 
sentence in the section 
references Figure D‐1 and the 

See response to Specific Comment 41.  The plume boundary is now 
consistent, however, the depiction of 
the location of the fault is inconsistent 

Figure D‐1 shows two fault traces; one 
based on geophysical investigations 
performed in the early 1990s (black 
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Resolution	of	Outstanding	RWQCB	Comments	on	the	Draft	ROD	

Original	RWQCB	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Original	
Comment	

RWQCB	Comment	to	DON	
Response	

DON	Response	

extent of TCE in groundwater. 
Please be consistent in 
the plume configuration 
between the Technical 
Memorandum (Figure 4‐3) and 
this ROD. They are companion 
documents. 

with other maps and with the data 
presented on the map.  Note the fault 
is identified about 500 feet west of 
where the groundwater contours 
suggest the fault is located. The Tech 
Memo shows two inferred fault traces, 
the original location and another 
inferred fault where the groundwater 
contours would suggest the fault is 
located. Please make the figures 
consistent. 

dashed line) and the second inferred 
from groundwater elevations (purple 
dashed line). The figure is consistent 
with the Draft Final Technical 
Memorandum Figure 4‐1 (the same 
GIS shape files were used to generate 
both figures).   

51. Figure D‐1 is a map showing 
the site with an outline of the 
plume. This map depicts the 
plume in a different orientation 
than what is illustrated in the 
Technical Memo. In addition, 
monitoring well NC‐1 is shown 
outside the plume and yet it had 
a TCE concentration of 8.9 µg/L 
in April 2013. Please add 
additional information to this 
map that shows groundwater 
elevation contours, the 
direction of groundwater flow, 
identified faults that may be 
impacting contaminant 
movement, and TCE 
concentrations at each well, 
similar to what has been done at 

The figures for groundwater sites were 
harmonized between the Draft Final 
ROD and the Technical Memorandum. 
The most recent concentrations 
(October 2013) were used on the 
revised Figure D‐1. Figures have been 
revised to show TCE concentrations, 
groundwater flow direction, and 
groundwater contours on the figures 
for the three groundwater sites. 

Figure D‐1 has been updated based on 
October 2013 data. However, the fault 
trace should be moved or added to 
reflect the groundwater elevation 
data.  The steepness in groundwater 
contours are about 500 feet east of 
where the fault is shown.  An 
alternative would be to add another 
"Inferred Fault" as shown in the 
Revised Tech Memo and in the 2013 
Annual Monitoring report which 
shows an unnamed fault parallel to 
Fault A but coincident with the steep 
gradient shown in the groundwater 
contours. 

Please see response to comment 42 
above.  
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Resolution	of	Outstanding	RWQCB	Comments	on	the	Draft	ROD	

Original	RWQCB	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Original	
Comment	

RWQCB	Comment	to	DON	
Response	

DON	Response	

the other sites. The level of 
detail provided on each map 
varies from site to site. Please 
include this data for each site 
and be consistent on the level of 
detail provided on the maps and 
figures. 
52. The Navy should think about 
putting the section titled "Note 
on Site Nomenclature" toward 
the beginning of this Appendix. 
The text in Appendix E needs to 
tie the former CAOC 7 NSP‐2 
designation in the OU 7 
Feasibility Study and the 
Proposed Plan to the current 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1 designation. 
In addition, the OU7 Technical 
Memorandum needs to be 
made consistent with the OU7 
ROD designation. Once a 
designation is selected, the 
follow‐on documents need to 
remain consistent to minimize 
confusion. 

The following note was added to the 
beginning Appendix E, and to Part 1 
(page vii) of the ROD text: Note on Site 
Nomenclature: The OU 7 Feasibility 
Study Report (NOREAS and Sealaska 
Environmental Services 2014) 
identifies CAOC 7 Stratum 1 as NSP‐2", 
which is a monitoring well for this site. 
However, the OU 7 ROD uses the 
CAOC 7 Stratum 1 site name. 
The DON has harmonized site 
nomenclature in the Technical 
Memorandum with the ROD. 

A change was made at the beginning 
of the section. However, now the 
document has two sections titled "Site 
Nomenclature". See bottom of Page 
C‐1 and bottom of Page C‐2. Please 
delete the duplicate section on Page 
C‐2. 

The Site Nomenclature Section will be 
included in Appendix E only once, at 
the bottom of page E‐1 and once in 
Part 1. 
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Comments	provided	by	Sally	Dalzell,	U.S.	EPA Headquarters on	3 July 2014 on	the EPA’s	Land	Use	Control	(LUC)	Checklist submitted	by	the	
Navy	to	EPA	on	18	June	2014.		

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	

General Comments 

1. Checklist Item 1 Figures:  We found the following figures hard to read due 
to all the colors, etc.  Specifically, Figure B‐1 looks like another map was 
superimposed on this one which obscured or obstructed the viewer from 
seeing the orange LUC boundary.  Figure C‐1, this was hard to read due to 
all the colors.  I could not find a four‐sided boundary on this one.  Figure 
D‐1, I didn't see anything in the Key called LUC boundary.  Figure F‐3, again 
this one was complicated due to all the colors and I couldn't find a 4‐sided 
green boundary.  We can talk about this.  Many of the figures were 
complex and they would be hard to draw. 

Additionally, please indicate in the legend which areas of the Site are 
covered by the LUC in Figure 7.  It is not clear, other than NPZ‐14 which 
areas are covered by the groundwater LUC. 

The figures were overlaid on aerial views of the sites to provide geographic 
reference. To improve readability, the aerial photo background was removed 
on Part 2 Figures 1 through 6; however, for technical reasons, the aerial 
photo background was retained on Figure 7.  

Figure 7:     The map shows three green‐shaded groundwater plumes within 
the yellow‐cross‐hatched groundwater LUC area. All three 
plumes are clearly within the groundwater LUC area and are 
labeled. The legend was revised to improve clarity; the yellow 
boundary around the groundwater LUC area was made more 
distinct. 

In the appendices, the following changes were made to: 

Figure B‐1: The bold orange line enclosing a yellow shaded area, as stated in 
the legend, is the LUC control area. Some extraneous underlying 
lines (for roads, etc.) were removed from the final figure to 
improve clarity. Aerial photo background removed. 

Figure C‐1: The boundaries of the soil LUC areas for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Units 
1‐7 were darkened to improve clarity. The legend provides a key 
to the colors. Aerial photo background removed. 

Figure D‐1: The NPZ‐14 site consists of a groundwater plume only (no soil 
LUCs). The legend was revised to state that the CAOCs shown on 
Figure D‐1 are not part of OU 7, except for CAOC 10. The 
groundwater LUC boundary is shown on Figure 7; a note cross‐
referencing Figure 7 was added to Figure D‐1. Aerial photo 
background removed. 

Figure F‐3: The boundary for CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 3 (green‐shaded LUC 
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Comments	provided	by	Sally	Dalzell,	U.S.	EPA Headquarters on	3 July 2014 on	the EPA’s	Land	Use	Control	(LUC)	Checklist submitted	by	the	
Navy	to	EPA	on	18	June	2014.		

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	
area) was darkened to make it more distinct. Aerial photo 
background removed.  

Please note also that the MCLB Barstow GIS database will be updated to 
incorporate the soil LUC boundary coordinates so that LUC areas are 
maintained based on survey data and not just maps.  

2. Checklist Item 2:  Typo on page 2‐5, Section 2.2 which says that the Table 
2‐1 is part of 2.3, but it is part of 2.2.  Also, when RODs discuss land uses, 
they usually describe them as industrial or residential.  For instance, in the 
table, it refers to vacant land (CAOC Y‐7, TA‐12).  What is the current area 
classified as‐industrial? 

The text “in Section 2.3” was replaced with “below” because Table 2‐1 is 
directly below this sentence. 

The current land use for CAOC Y‐7 TA‐12 (and all of MCLB Barstow) is 
classified as industrial. The term “industrial use” was added in Table 2‐1 for 
all sites. 

3. Checklist Item 2:  Section 3.1, second sentence, please include that the 
land use is industrial to support the Barstow mission.  "Current land use is 
reasonably anticipated to continue as industrial indefinitely to support the 
mission of the facility" BTW, the completed checklist says it's in section 3.2 
and the language in the checklist looks like it was copied and pasted.  We 
were just wondering whether it was copied from the draft ROD by 
mistake. 

The requested change was made in the second sentence of Section 3.1.  The 
section numbers in the EPA checklist were changed to match the current 
revised ROD document. 

4. Checklist Item 4: Please add the following language to make it clear what is 
prohibited:  “Prohibit the development and use of property for residential 
housing, elementary and secondary schools, child care facilities and 
playgrounds." The reason is that child care facilities are not considered 
residential uses, but EPA would probably include them in the prohibition.  
Here is the language from page 5‐1, 6th bullet: "LUCs will prohibit ensure 
no residential use, or residential the development and use of the property 
for residential housing, elementary and secondary schools, child care 
facilities and playgrounds." of the property." 

The recommended change was made in the 6th bullet in Section 5.1. 

5. Checklist Item 4:  Upon reading the Appendices where there is GW  The language in Section 5.1 will be used throughout the ROD to maintain 
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Comments	provided	by	Sally	Dalzell,	U.S.	EPA Headquarters on	3 July 2014 on	the EPA’s	Land	Use	Control	(LUC)	Checklist submitted	by	the	
Navy	to	EPA	on	18	June	2014.		

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	
contamination, a question arose due to possible conflict with language in 
the ROD, Section 5.1.  Here is the language in 5.1, first bullet:  "LUCs 
established in the OU1 and OU2 ROD will also be maintained at the OU7 
Groundwater sites to prevent potable use of the groundwater until 
cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 1 and 2 ROD Section 1.4.2)."  
However language in the Appendices on page C‐11, D‐11, and E‐11 talk 
about "access restrictions to prevent the use of untreated groundwater for 
drinking water." Is this objective really the same as the objective 
preventing potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are met?  I 
wasn't sure and thought I should ask.  The two statements seem slightly 
different.  It seems you could treat groundwater and not achieve the 
cleanup standards, but we wouldn't want anyone drinking the water at 
that point, would we? 

consistency with established groundwater LUCs at the base. The language in 
Appendices on pages C‐14, D‐8, and E‐15 was changed to state: “…prevent 
potable use of the groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved…” which 
matches the language in Part 2 – Decision Summary, Section 5.1. 

6. Checklist Item 6:  This is included on page 5‐1, 5th bullet.  The Navy's 
checklist does not identify it.  It includes language for Checklist 6 that has 
nothing to do with duration of the LUCs.  Did we miss something?  It's 
important to identify where the item appears in the ROD.  The Barstow 
ROD is huge and we could have detrimentally relied on the Navy's checklist 
and not found the duration language. 

Section 5.1, LUC Implementation, Page 5‐1 has been revised in response to 
regulatory comments. The proposed Final ROD language is below (the 
highlighted bullet states the duration of the LUCs). 

The following performance objectives will be achieved through LUCs at the 
OU 7 sites: 

 LUCs established in the OU1 and OU2 ROD will also be maintained 
at the OU7 groundwater sites to prevent potable use of the 
groundwater until cleanup levels are achieved (see OUs 1 and 2 
ROD Section 1.4.2). 

 LUCs will maintain the integrity of current and future remediation 
and/or monitoring systems and/or wells where installed (NPZ‐14, 
CAOC 10.38/10.39 Unit 7, CAOC 7 Stratum 1 [soil vapor and 
groundwater]). 

 LUCs will be implemented, maintained, monitored, reported on, and 
enforced by DON to ensure continued long‐term protectiveness of 
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Comments	provided	by	Sally	Dalzell,	U.S.	EPA Headquarters on	3 July 2014 on	the EPA’s	Land	Use	Control	(LUC)	Checklist submitted	by	the	
Navy	to	EPA	on	18	June	2014.		

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	
the remedy. 

 LUCs will be monitored and enforced by the Navy FFA Parties to 
ensure continued long‐term protectiveness of the remedy. 

 LUCs will be maintained until the concentrations of hazardous 
substances in the soil and groundwater are at such levels to allow 
for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE). 

 LUCs will prohibit the development and use of property for 
residential housing, elementary and secondary schools, child care 
facilities and playgrounds. 

7. Checklist Item 7: section 5.1, 3rd bullet, the following language is a little 
troubling and I don't think it should be included: " LUCs will be 
implemented, maintained, reported on, and enforced by DON in a cost‐
effective manner to ensure continued long‐term protectiveness of the 
remedy."  I don't think EPA should be concerned about what the Navy 
considers a "cost‐effective manner."  We already applied "cost" from the 9 
criteria and that is sufficient.  I am concerned about the Navy's saying that 
it won't do this or that because, in its view, the Navy does not consider 
what we expect to be cost effective.  This is our remedy too.  The Navy can 
tell its management that it will conduct these actions in a cost effective 
manner, but we shouldn't include it as a criterion in the ROD. The language 
creates an ambiguity over what is cost effective. 

To address this comment, the phrase “in a cost‐effective manner” was 
deleted. In addition the 3rd and 4th bullets were combined. See response to 
comment No. 6.  

 

8. For the following sentence I would add the red language because we do 
not want to be limited by what the Navy listed on page 5‐1, directly above 
the last bullet:  "The LUC RD will describe LUC implementation actions 
including but not limited to the following:" We just want to avoid getting 
into a discussion over whether we are prohibited from including 
something else due to this list. 

To address this comment, Section 5.1, Page 5‐1, second sentence of the last  
paragraph on the page was revised to state: “The LUC RD will describe LUC 
implementation actions including but not limited to the following:” 
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Navy	to	EPA	on	18	June	2014.		

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	

9. Checklist item 8 is not included.  Please include the following language on 
page 5‐3 in the first paragraph, top of the page, that begins with the word 
"if," Although the Navy may later transfer these procedural responsibilities 
to another party  by contract, property transfer agreement, or through 
other means, the Navy shall retain ultimate responsibility for remedy 
integrity.  The idea is that the Navy does not transfer away its 
responsibilities as to the remedy.  Where the Navy sells the property to 
someone else, we allow for the new owner to be the first responder in the 
event of a breach, but the Navy would have to come in and take up the 
slack if the current owner refused or couldn't perform what was necessary 
to ensure protectiveness. [big concern here: navy's checklist has this 
language copied and quoted in the checklist it completed as if number 8 
were included in the draft final ROD; however, the last sentence in 
paragraph 1 (see page 32 of 34 Navy checklist) which would meet checklist 
8 is not included in the actual ROD. Surely, it's not deliberate 
misrepresentation? We always go to the primary source, but the checklist 
looks like language was copied and pasted.  Very odd.] 

The sentence “although the Navy may later transfer these procedural….” was 
erroneously not included in Checklist Item 8; we apologize for the error.   

The LUC transfer language in the ROD (Section 5.1, page 5‐3) was revised as 
follows:  

“If control of an OU 7 site is transferred to another federal agency, DON shall 
advise the recipient federal agency of all obligations agreed to in the ROD 
and will require the recipient federal agency to enforce LUC objectives 
contained in this ROD.  Although the DON or subsequent federal agency 
transferee may later transfer these procedural responsibilities to another 
party by contract, property transfer agreement, or through other means, the 
federal government shall retain ultimate responsibility for remedy integrity.” 

10. Please modify the following language on page 5‐1, 4th bullet, as we want 
the Navy to be responsible for monitoring and enforcing:  "LUCs will be 
monitored and enforced by the Navy FFA Parties to ensure continued long‐
term protectiveness of the remedy."  I believe that Region 9 will rely on 
the Navy's monitoring because the polluter should undertake these types 
of responsibilities and EPA's Superfund budget cuts would make it next to 
impossible for EPA to monitor. 

See response to Comment 7. 

 

11. The following language is a problem as it seems to allow the Navy to 
change a LUC (the remedy) without EPA's concurrence.  Here is the 
language found on page 5‐2, last sentence:  "The remedies selected in this 
ROD, including the LUCs objectives, will not be modified or terminated 
without approval of except in accordance with the NCP, and U.S. EPA and 
the State regulatory concurrence."  While the NCP allows for a change to a 

Section 5.1, page 5‐3, 1st paragraph (formerly page 5‐2 last paragraph) was 
corrected to read: 

“The remedies selected in this ROD, including the LUCs objectives, will not be 
modified or terminated except in accordance with the NCP, and with U.S. 
EPA and State regulatory concurrence.”   
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Comments	provided	by	Sally	Dalzell,	U.S.	EPA Headquarters on	3 July 2014 on	the EPA’s	Land	Use	Control	(LUC)	Checklist submitted	by	the	
Navy	to	EPA	on	18	June	2014.		

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	
ROD, the Navy cannot proceed to the NCP without EPA's agreement as the 
remedy is selected jointly. 

12. The following statement on page 5‐3 under "Remedy Evaluation and 
Selection" seems to fail to recognize EPA as a joint selector of the remedy:  
"The DON and EPA believes the selected remedy of LUCs‐only satisfies the 
threshold criteria including overall protection of human health and the 
environment and compliance with ARARs (Attachment 1)." 

Section 5.2, page 5‐3, the second sentence of the first paragraph under the 
“Remedy Evaluation and Selection” header was revised to state: 

“The DON and EPA believe the selected remedy of LUCs‐only satisfies the 
threshold criteria including overall protection of human health and the 
environment and compliance with ARARs (Attachment 1).” 

13. On page B‐10, Section B‐11, please modify the following language as it 
supports the idea that the Navy can change a remedy without EPA.  The 
remedy at Barstow relies on the property use being and remaining 
industrial.  If that changes, then the remedy will have to change.  We 
concur on land use changes where LUCs are involved.  Here is the 
statement:  "The regulatory agencies must will also review and concur 
before there are on any changes to land use at the site." 

Appendix B (CAOC N‐2 Area 1), Section B‐11, last sentence of first paragraph 
was struck. The first paragraph now reads:   

“Because the incremental carcinogenic human health risks at this CAOC 
exceeded 1 x 10‐6, for information and future planning purposes, a 
description of the history of this CAOC will be provided in the Base Master 
Plan (MCLB Barstow 2010). The low levels of PCBs, PAHs, arsenic, and lead 
that will remain on site will also be documented in the Base Master Plan. 
Language in the Base Master Plan will indicate that any actions planned in 
these areas or changes in site use should be coordinated and reviewed by 
the MCLB Barstow Environmental Division. The DON will determine, with FFA 
concurrence, what LUCs are necessary at CAOC N‐2 Area 1 based on the post 
remediation soil confirmation analytical results. The regulatory agencies will 
also review any changes to land use at the site. The FFA parties must also 
review and concur before there are any changes to land use at the site 
where LUCs are in place.” 

(EPA Comments and Response to Comments continue on next page) 
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Comments	provided	by	Sarah	Mueller,	U.S.	EPA,	Region	IX,	Office	of	Regional	Counsel,	on	8	July	2014

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	

1. It looks like all of my comments on the ARARs table were addressed, 
except the following ARARs should be removed from the table (it's 
OK to leave in the ones that say "Not an ARAR" if there is a 
disagreement between the DON and State, but for all the ones that 
just aren't ARARs, they really don't need to be included): 

 Table 1, page 3:  CAA provisions 

 State MCLs and secondary MCLs 

 Under the section on federal location‐specific ARARs, remove 
the ones related to floodplains, Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act, and RCRA provisions applicable to locations near certain 
faults. 

 Also remove CA Fish and Game Code sections 3503.5 and 3513. 

1. The recommended changes were made in  
 Table 1, page 3  
 Table 2, page 5  
 Table 3, pages 9, 10, and 11 (pages 9 and 10 in the Final ARARs); and  
 Table 4, pages 14 and 15 (page 12 of the Final ARARs). 
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Comments	provided	by	William	Muir,	Lahontan	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	on	9	September 2014 on	Final	ROD	language.	

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	

The first specific sentence of concern (underline added for emphasis) is at the 
top of page 4‐9 in Section 4.3, which states: “If long‐term monitoring data for 
the three OU 7 groundwater plumes indicate expansion of the plume such that 
there is a credible risk to off‐base groundwater receptors, the DON will 
evaluate the need for an enhanced, amended, or alternative remedy.”  

The second sentence of concern is in Section 4.4.1.1, which states: “If the DON 
finds the MNA remedy has failed to remain effective and protective, as 
demonstrated by failure to meet the 8 performance measures listed above, 
then, with FFA concurrence, the DON will initiate active response measures to 
mitigate plume expansion and/or COC concentration increases that threaten 
receptors and will evaluate a change in the remedy through the following 
steps:…” 

The DON does not intend for the language regarding potential threat to 
receptors to over‐ride the performance criteria for the monitored natural 
attenuation (MNA) remedy listed in Section 4.4.  In other words, the DON 
will evaluate the need for an alternative remedy to mitigate plume 
expansion or contaminant concentration increases, in accordance with the 
performance evaluation approaches laid out in Section 4.4.1.1, and 
regardless of whether the plume expansion or contaminant concentration 
increases would result in any risk to on‐ or off‐site receptors.  

The fourth sentence in the first paragraph on page 4‐9 of Section 4.3, which 
contained the first underlined language of concern, was removed. The 
paragraph now reads:  

“Due to some uncertainties and limitations in the data available at the 
time of FS, the DON has incorporated specific performance measures into 
this ROD (Section 4.4.1). The performance measures include a shrinking 
plume and decreasing trends in contaminant concentrations within the 
plume as key indicators that natural attenuation processes are working 
and the selected remedy remains effective and protective. The DON will 
develop a long‐term monitoring (LTM) plan to monitor the MNA remedy 
performance, as described in Section 4.4.1.1. If long‐term monitoring data 
for the three OU 7 groundwater plumes indicate expansion of the plume 
such that there is a credible risk to off‐base groundwater receptors, the 
DON will evaluate the need for an enhanced, amended, or alternative 
remedy. The LUCs established under the OUs 1 and 2 ROD (DON 1998a) 
will be extended to incorporate the OU 7 groundwater sites as described 
in Section 5.0.” 

The last paragraph on page 4‐19 in Section 4.4.1.1, immediately before the 
numbered list on page 4‐20, was revised to remove the language of concern. 
In addition, the term “FFA concurrence” was replaced with “EPA and State 
concurrence” in response to an EPA comment. The paragraph now reads:  
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Comments	provided	by	William	Muir,	Lahontan	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	on	9	September 2014 on	Final	ROD	language.	

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	
“If the DON finds the MNA remedy has failed to remain effective and 
protective, as demonstrated by failure to meet the 8 performance 
measures listed above, then, with FFA EPA and State concurrence, the 
DON will initiate active response measures to mitigate plume expansion 
and/or COC concentration increases that threaten receptors and will 
evaluate a change in the remedy through the following steps:” 
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Comments	provided	by	Sally	Dalzell,	U.S.	EPA Headquarters on	24	September 2014 on	Final	ROD	language.	

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	

Table 2‐1: The previous comment was not addressed ‐‐ the current and future 
land use is not marked as industrial, residential, etc. in Table 2‐1. 

The word “industrial” was added to the descriptions of use in Table 2‐1. The 
residential area on the Base is now outlined and labeled on Figure 3. The 2nd 
sentence in the paragraph above Table 2‐1 (page 2‐5) was revised to state: 
“The land use at the Base is considered “industrial” except for the relatively 
small residential area at the Nebo Main Base, as shown on Figure 3”. 

Please modify the following sentence as noted since the way it’s currently 
drafted is unclear:  “If the DON finds the MNA remedy has failed to remain 
effective and protective, as demonstrated by failure to meet the 8 
performance measures listed above, then, with EPA and state FFA concurrence, 
the DON will…”. . . .  The FFA cannot concur. 

To be consistent throughout the ROD, the sentence in the last paragraph of 
Section 4.4.4.1 on page 4‐19 was changed as follows: 

“If the DON finds the MNA remedy has failed to remain effective and 
protective, as demonstrated by failure to meet the 8 performance measures 
listed above, then, with EPA and State concurrence, the DON will…”. 

The ROD text was checked and similar changes made through out. 

On page 4‐7, directly above, 4.3 in the chart, is the following sentence appears 
(minus the redlining):  “Land Use Controls of this site will be implemented by 
adding site use restrictions in the Base Master Plan; the final LUCs will be 
determined in the LUC RD after surface cleaning and hot‐spot removal is 
completed, depending on results of the post‐remediation confirmation 
sampling.” We wanted to ensure that EPA has a say in whether to add a LUC 
and we can ensure that through the primary document which EPA must 
approve. 

Requested change was made. 

On page 4‐5, in the chart, “LUCs as necessary” isn’t a commitment to put them 
in place and maybe this language makes sense depending on sampling results. 
It’s just so open‐ended. If EPA disagrees with DON in the future about this, we 
would want to be able to require the LUCs. As a compromise, perhaps it could 
say “LUC as necessary which will be determined as part of the LUC RD.” This is 
a reasonable compromise and does not have to get into a jurisdictional kind of 
argument. 

Requested change was made. 
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Comments	provided	by	Sally	Dalzell,	U.S.	EPA Headquarters on	24	September 2014 on	Final	ROD	language.	

Regulator	Comment	 DON	Response	to	Comments	

Section 5.1, Page 5‐1, Please update text as follows: 

“LUCs will be established at the OU 7 sites to ensure contaminants do not pose 
an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. LUCs are 
established to ensure long‐term protectiveness and are required as part of the 
remedy when contamination remains in place at a site at concentrations above 
unrestricted reuse levels unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.” 

 

Requested change was made. 

On page 5‐3, paragraph 5.2, is the following language (minus the redlining and 
strike‐outs:  “The FS did not evaluate remedial alternatives for the LUCs‐only 
sites. Since no human health risks are posed by the contaminants left in place 
at these sites based on the current and foreseeable future industrial land use, 
the only other required alternative to evaluate would be “no action”, per the 
NCP.”  There are some that would say that Region 9/DON are required to 
evaluate other remedial alternatives. I would not highlight this fact in the ROD.  

Section 5.2, page 5‐3, 1st sentence in 1st paragraph in Remedy Evaluation 
and Selection Section was revised as follows: 

The FS did not evaluate remedial alternatives for the LUCs‐only sites. Since 
no human health risks are posed by the contaminants left in place at these 
sites based on the current and foreseeable future industrial land use, the 
only other required remedial alternative to evaluate would beis “no action”, 
per the NCP.  

On page 5‐2, 3rd full paragraph after bullets, the DON will conduct inspections 
only every 5 years.  Typically, we require them more frequently. The DON does 
allow for a change to the Base Master Plan for more frequent inspections. We 
recommend substituting the “Base Master Plan” with the “LUC RD” as that is a 
document EPA has some say over.  Here is the language:  “The DON will 
conduct inspections of the LUCs under this ROD during the five‐year review or 
more frequently as required by the LUC RD Base Master Plan, and complete 
any recommended follow‐up actions to ensure that the selected LUC remedies 
continues to be protective of human health and the environment.”  The Navy 
can always amend the Base Master Plan to increase inspections. 

Requested change was made.  
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) 
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Enclosed please find the October 201 4 Final Record of Decision for Operable Unit 7 at 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, California with completed signature page. 
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